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PREFATORY NOTE TO THE NEW EDITION 


Since 1948 the United Nations Educational, Scientific 
and Cultural Organization (UNESCO), upon the recom 
mendation of the General Assembly of the United Nations 
has been concerned with facilitating the translation of the 
works most representative of the culture of certain of its 
Member States, and in particular those of Asia 

One of the major difficulties confronting this programme 
is the lack of translators having both the qualifications and 
the time to undertake translations of the many outstanding 
books meriting publication To help overcome this difficulty 
in part, UNESCO s advisers in this field (a panel of experts 
convened every other year by the International Council for 
Philosophy and Humanistic Studies) have recommended that 
many worthwhile translations published during the 1 9th century 
and now impossible to find except in a limited number of 
libraries should be brought back into pnnt m low priced 
editions for the use of students and of the general public The 
experts also pointed out that m certain cases, even though 
there might be in existence more recent and more accurate 
translations endowed with a more modern apparatus of scholar 
ship a number of pioneer works of the greatest value and 
interest to students of Eastern religions also merited republi 
cation 

This point of view was warmly endorsed by the Indian 
National Academy of Letters (Sahitya Akademi) and the 
Indian National Commission for UNESCO 

It is m the spirit of these recommendations that this 
work from the famous series Sacred Books of the East is 
now once again being made available to the general public 
as part of the UNESCO Collection of Rep tative Works 



PUBLISHER’S NOTE 


First, the man distinguished between eternal and perish 
able Later he discovered within himself the germ of the 
Eternal This discovery was an epoch in the history of the 
human mind and the East was the first to discover it 

To watch in the Sacred Books of the East the dawn of 
this religious consciousness of man, must always remain one 
of the most inspiring and hallowing sights in the whole history 
of the world In order to have a solid foundation for a com 
parative study of the Religions of the East, we must have before 
all things complete and thoroughly faithful translation of their 
Sacred Books in which some of the ancient sayings were pre 
served because they were so true and so striking that they 
could not be forgotten They contained eternal truths, ex 
pressed for the first time in human language 

With profoundest reverence for Dr S Radhakrishnan 
President of India, who inspired us for the task our deep 
sense of gratitude for Dr C D Deshmukh & Dr D S 
Kothari for encouraging assistance esteemed appreciation of 
UNESCO for the warm endorsement of the cause and finally 
with indebtedness to Dr H Rau, Director Max Muller 
Bhawan, New Delhi, in procuring us the texts of lhe Series 
for reprint, we humbly conclude 
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INTRODUCTION 


To the sacred literature of the Brahmans, m the strict 
sense of the term, 1 e to the Veda there belongs a certain 
number of complementary works without whose assistance 
the student is according to Hindu notions, unable to do 
more than commit the sacred texts to memory In 
the first place all Vedic texts must, in order to be under 
stood, be lead together with running commentaries such as 
Sayawa s commentaries on the Sawhit&s and Br&hmasas 
and the Bh&shyas ascubed to Sankara on the chief Upam 
shads But these commentaries do not by themselves 
conduce to a full comprehension of the contents ot the 
sacred texts since they confine themselves to explaining 
the meaning of each detached passage Without investigating 
its relation to other passages and the whole of which they 
form part considerations of the latter land are at any late 
introduced occasionally only The task of taking a com 
prehensive view of the contents of the Vedic writings as a 
whole of systematising what they present in an uiisyste 
matical form, of showing the mutual co ordination or sub 
ordination of single passages and sections, and of reconciling 
contradictions — which according to the view of the orthodox 
commentators can be apparent only — is allotted to a sepa 
rate .rostra or body of doctrine which is termed Mimawsa, 
1 e. the investigation or enquiry xar i£ox r I v , viz the enquiry 
into the connected meaning of the sacred texts 

Of this Mim&*ffis£ two branches have to be distinguished, 
the so called earliel (pfirva) and the later (uttara) 

Mlm£*escL The former undertakes to systematise the 
karmakdw^a, 1 e that entire portion of the Veda which is 
concerned with action, prc eminently sacrificial action, and 
which comprises the Samhitas and the Brahmawas exclusive 
of the Ara/fyaka portions the latter performs the same 
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service with regard to the so called gn&nskkjida. i.e that 
part of the Vedic writings which includes the Ara«yaka 
portions of the Brahma/ras and a number of detached 
treatises called Lpanishads Its subject is not action but 
knowledge, vu the knowledge of Biahman 

At what period these two rAstras first assumed a definite 
form we are unable to ascertain Discussions of the nature 
of those which constitute the subject-matter of the Pfirva 
MimaiwsA must have arisen at a very eaily perod, and the 
word MlmA»isA itself together with its derivatives is 
already employed in the Brahroa«as to denote the doubts 
and discussions connected with certain contested points of 
ritual The want of a body of definite rules prescribing how 
to act i e how to perform the various sacrifices in full 
accordance with the teaching of the Veda was indeed an 
urgent one, because it was an altogether practical want, 
continually pressing itself on the adhvaryus engaged in 
ritualistic duties And the task of establishing such rules 
was moreover a comparatively limited and feasible one, for 
the members of a certain Vedic rakhA or school had to do 
no more than to digest thoroughly then own brahmawa and 
sawhita without being under any obligation of reconciling 
with the teaching of then own books the occasionally con- 
flicting rules implied in the texts of other rAkhAs It was 
assumed that action as being something which depends on 
the will and choice of man admits of alternatives, so that 
a certain sacrifice may be performed in different ways by 
membcis of different Vedic schools, or even by the followers 
of one and the same rakha 

The Uttara MimaiwsA jAstra may be supposed to have 
originated considerably later than the Pfirva MtmAwisA In 
the first place the texts with which it is concerned doubtless 
constitute the latest branch of Vedic literature And in the 
second place the subject matter of those texts did not call 
for a systematical treatment with equal urgency, as it was 
in no way connected with practice, the mental attitude of 
the authors of the Upanlshadspwko in their lucubrations on 
Brahman and the soul Attn at nothing less flapq at definite 
OCss and coherence may have perpetuated' ntse f through 
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many generations without any great mconvenience resulting 
therefrom 

But in the long run two causes must have acted with 
ever increasing force, to give an impulse to the systematic 
working up of the teaching of the Upamshads also The 
followers of the different Vedic r&khas no doubt recog 
msed already at an early penod the tiuth that, while 
conflicting statements regarding the details of a sacrifice 
can be got over by the assumption of a vikalpa 1 e an 
optional proceeding it is not so with regard to such 
topics as the nature of Brahman the relation to it of the 
human soul the origin of the physical umveise, and the like. 
Concerning them, one opinion only can be the true one and 
it therefore becomes absolutely incumbent on those who 
look on the whole body of the Upamshads as revealed 
tiuth, to demonstrate that their teaching forms a con 
M&tent whole free from all conti adictions In addition 
there supervened the external motive that, while the karma- 
k£«dfa of the Veda concerned only the higher castes of 
brahmamcally constituted society on which it enjoins 
certain sacrificial peiformances connected with ceitain re 
wards the gn&naS&nda. as propounding a certain theory of 
the world towaids which any reflecting person inside or 
outside the pale of the orthodox community could not but 
take up a definite position must soon have become the 
object of criticism on the part of those who held different 
views on religious and philosophic things and hence stood 
in need of systematic defence 

At present there exists avastliteratuie connected with the 
two branches of the Mlm&#?sa We have on the one hand, all 
those works which constitute the Furva M imazwsa rfistra — or 
as it is often, shortly but not accurately, termed, theMimawasi 
^astra — and on the other hand all those woiks which aie 
commonly comprised under the name Vedinta-j&stra. At 
the head of this extensive literature there stand two collec 
tions of Sutras (t e short aphorisms constituting in their 
totality a complete body of doctrine upon some subject) 
whose reputed authors aie f Taimm i and Badaiiya«a There 
can however be no doubt that the composition of those two 
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collections of Sutras was preceded by a long series of pie 
paratory literary efforts of which they merely represent the 
highly condensed outcome This is rendered probable by 
the analogy of other jistras, as well as by the exhaustive 
thoroughness with which the Sutras perform their task of 
systematising the teaching of the Veda and is further 
proved by the frequent references which the Sfttras make to 
the views of earlier teachers If we consider merely the 
preserved monuments of Indian literature the Shtias (of the 
two Mim&ws&s as well as of othei rastras) mark the begin- 
ning if we, however take into account what once existed 
although it is at present irretrievably lost we observe that 
they occupy a strictly central position, summarising, on the 
one hand a senes of early hteiary essays extending over 
many generations, and forming on the other hand, the head 
spring of an ever broadening activity of commentators as 
well as virtually independent wnters which reaches down to 
our days, and may yet have some future before itself 
The general scope of the two Mim4/«s<l sfttras and then 
relation to the Veda have been indicated m what precedes 
A difference of some importance between the two has how 
ever to be noted in this connexion lhe systematisation of 
the karmakfbwfa of the Veda led to the elaboiation of two 
classes of works, viz die Kalpa sutras on the one hand and 
the Purva Mima«?sd sfltias on the other hand The former 
give nothing but a description as concise as possible of the 
sacrifices enjoined m the BrAhmawas while the Iattei 
discuss and establish the general principles which the 
author of a Kalpa-sfitra has to follow if he wishes to rendei 
his rules strictly conformable to the teaching of the Veda 
The gnhwzk&nda of the Veda, on the other hand is systema 
tised in a single work viz the Uttara Mlmfuwsd or Ved&nta 
s&tras which combine the two tasks of concisely stating the 
teaching of the Veda, and of argumentatively establishing 
the special interpretation of the Veda adopted in the Stitras 
This difference may be accounted for by two reasons In 
the first place, the -contents of the karmaka#s£s, as being of 
an entirely practical nature called for summaries such as 
the Kalpa s&tras from which all burdensome discussions of 
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method are excluded while there was no similar reason for 
the separation of the two topics in the case of the purely 
theoretical science of Brahman And in the second place, 
the Vedanta sutras thx oughout presuppose the Purva 
Mimiwsi stitras, and may therefore dispense with the 
discussion of general principles and methods already esta 
bhshed in the lattei 

The time at which the two Mimaj«s& sutras were com 
posed we are at piesent unable to fix with any ceitamty 
a few remaiks on the subject will however be made later 
on Their outwaid foim is that common to all the so 
called Sutras which aims at condensing a given body of 
doctrine m a number of concise aphoristic sentences, and 
often even mere detached words in lieu of sentences 
Bestdes the MimitwsS, sCttras this literary form is common 
to the fundamental woiks on the other philosophic systems, 
on the Vedic sacrifices on domestic ceremonies on sacred 
law, on grammar, and on metres The two Mlmiwsd 
Sfttras occupy however an altogether exceptional position 
in point of style All Sutras aim at conciseness that is 
cleaily the reason to which this whole species of literary 
composition owes its existence This their aim they reach 
by the rigid exclusion of all words which can possibly be 
spared, by the careful avoidance of all unnecessaiy repeti 
tiorls, and, as in the case of the grammatical Stitras by the 
employment of an arbitrarily coined terminology which 
substitutes single syllables for entire words 01 combination 
of words At the same time the manifest intention of the 
Sfitra wnteis is to express themselves with as much cleai 
ness as the conciseness affected by them admits of The 
aphorisms aie indeed often concise to excess but not 
otherwise intrinsically obscure the manifest caie of the 
writers being to retain what is essential in a given phrase 
and to sacrifice only what can be supplied, although perhaps 
not without difficulty and an irksome strain of memory and 
reflection Hence the possibility of understanding without 
a commentary a very considerable portion at any rate of 
the ordinary Sfttias Altogether different is the case of the 
two Ml stitras. There e y one sing e Sfltra is 
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intelligible without a commentary The most essential 
words are habitually dispensed with nothing is, for instance 
more common than the simple omission of the subject or 
predicate of a sentence And when here and theie a Shtra 
occuis whose words construe without anything having to be 
supplied the phraseology is so eminently vague and obscure 
that without the help denved from a commentary we should 
be unable to make out to what subject the SOtra refers 
When undertaking to translate either of the 
sfttras we theiefore depend altogether on commentaries 
and hence the question arises which of the numeious com- 
mentaries extant is to be accepted as a guide to their right 
understanding 

The commentary here selected for translation, together 
with B&darlyawas Sfttras 1 (to which we shall henceforth 
confine our attention to the exclusion of 6-aimint s Pilrva 
M lm eliwsd-s Atras), is the one composed by the celebrated 
theologian 9atvkara or as he is commonly called ,Sankav&- 
£&rya There are obvious reasons for this selection In 
the first place, the Sankara bhstshya lepresents the so- 
called orthodox side of Brahmamcal theology which strictly 
upholds the Brahman or highest Self of the Upamshads as 
something different from and In fact immensely superior to 
the divine beings such as Vish«u or Siva, which for many 
centuries, have been the chief objects of popular worship in 
India In the second place the doctnne advocated by 
S'affkara is from a purely philosophical point of view and 
apart ftom all theological considerations, the most tm 
portant and interesting one which has arisen on Indian soil 
neither those forms of the Ved&nta which diverge from the 
view represented by .Sankara nor any of the non-Veddntic 
systems can be compared with the so called orthodox 
Vedfinta in boldness depth, and subtlety of speculation 
In the third place, Sankara’s bh&shya is, as far as we know 
the oldest of theextant commerrtaues, and relative antiquity 
is at any rate one of the circumstances which have to be 

1 The Sutxas ’winch tic of the Veda is systematised go by 

bejsg es&fced either Vedajita-afdn* or Uttaxa MimawsS-sTutras 
et o Ml 
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taken into account, although, it must be admitted, too much 
weight may easily be attached to it The .Sankara bhfishya 
further is the authority most generally defen ed to in India 
as to the light understanding of the Vedanta sutras, and 
evei since Sankara s time the majority of the best thinkers 
of India have been men belonging to his school If in 
addition to all this we take into consideration the intrinsic 
merits of .Sankaras work which as a piece of philo 
sophical aigumentation and theological apologetics tin 
doubtedly occupies a high rank the preference here given 
to it will be easily understood 

But to the European — or, generally, modern — translatoi 
of the Vedclnta sutras with .Sankaras commentary anothei 
question will of course suggest itself at once viz whethei 
or nof .Sankara s explanations faithfully render the intended 
meaning of the author of the Sfttras To the Indian "Pandit 
of .Sankara s school this question has become an indifferent 
one or to state the case more accurately, he objects to 
its being taised, as he looks on .Sankaras authority as 
standing above doubt and dispute When pressed to 
make good his position he will, moreover most probably 
not enter into any detailed compauson of .Sankaras com- 
ments with the text of B&daraya«a s Stitras but will rathei 
endeavour to show on speculative grounds that .Sankara s 
philosophical view is the only true one, whence it of course 
follows that it accuiately represents the meaning of Bclda 
r£>a#a who himself must necessarily be assumed to have 
taught the true doctrine. But on the modem investigator 
who neither can consider himself bound by the authority of 
a name however great, nor is likely to look to any Indian 
system of thought for the satisfaction of his speculative 
wants it is clearly incumbent not to acquiesce from the out- 
set in the interpretations given of the Vedanta sfitras — and 
the Upanishads — by Sankara and his school but to submit 
them as far as that can be done to a critical investigation. 

This is a task which would have to be undertaken even if 
•Saftkara's views as to the true meaning of the Shtras and 
Upanishads had never been called into doubt on Indian 
soil, although m that case it cou d perhaps hardly be entered 
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upon with much hope of success , but it becomes much mote 
urgent and at the same time more feasible when we meet 
in India itself with systems claiming to be Vedintic and 
based on interpretations of the Siltras and Upamshads 
more or less differing from those of .Sankara The claims 
of those systems to be in the possession of the ught under- 
standing of the fundamental authorities of the Vedanta 
must at any rate be examined, even if we should finally be 
compelled to reject them 

It appears that already at a very early period the 
Vedanta-sfitias had come to be looked upon as an authon 
tative work, not to be neglected by any who wished to 
affiliate their own doctrines to the Veda At present at 
any late, there are very few Hindu sects not interested in 
showing that their distinctive tenets are countenanced by 
B£dar£ya«a s teaching Owing to this the commentaries 
on the SCltras have in the course of time become very 
numerous and it is at present impossible to give a full and 
accurate enumeration even of those actually existing much 
less of those referred to and quoted Mr Fitz-Edward 
Hall m his Bibliographical Index, mentions fomteen com- 
mentaries copies of which had been inspected by himself 
Some among these (as for instance, RAm&nqgas Vedftnta- 
sAra, No XXXV) are indeed not commentaries in the strict 
sense of the word but rather systematic expositions of the 
doctrine supposed to be propounded in the S&tras but, on 
the other hand, there are in existence several true commen- 
taries which uad not been, accessible to Fitz Edward Hall 
It would hardly be practical — and certainly not feasible in 
this place— -to submit all the existing hhAshyas to a critical 
enquiry at once All we can do here is to single out one or 
a few of the more important ones, and to compare their 
interpretations with those given by Sankara and with the 
text of the Sfttras themselves 
The bhishya, which m this connexion is the first to press 
itself upon our attention is the one composed by the famous 
Vaish«ava theologian and philosopher RAmAnujja who Is 
supposed to have lived in the twelfth century The RAmA- 
ntiga or as it Is often called the .SVI-bhAsby* appears to be 
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the oldest commentary extant next to .Sankaras It i 
further to be noted that the sect of the R&ra^nugas occupie 
a pre eminent position among the Vaishwava sects which 
themselves, in then totality may claim to be considered the 
most important among all Hindu sects The intrinsic value 
of the 5ri bhSshya moreover is — as every student ac 
quainted with it will be ready to acknowledge — a very high 
one it strikes one throughout as a very solid perfoimance 
due to a wi iter of extensive learning and gieat power of argu- 
mentation and in its polemic parts duected chiefly against 
the school of .Sankara, it not unfrequently deserves to be 
called brilliant even And in addition to all this it shows 
evident traces of being not the mere outcome of Rdm£nuga s 
individual views but of resting on an old and weighty 
tiadition 

This latter point is cleaily of the greatest importance 
If it could be demonstiated or even rendered probable only 
that the oldest bhashya which we possess i e the San 
k&ra bh&shya, represents an uninterrupted and uniform 
tradition bridging over the interval between B&dar&ya«a, 
the reputed author of the Sutras, and .Sankara , and if on 
the othei hand, it could be shown that the more modern 
bhtishyas are not supported by old tradition, but are 
nothing more than bold attempts of clever sectarians to 
force an old work of generally recognised authority into 
the service of their individual tenets there would certainly 
be no i cason foi us to raise the question whether the later 
bMshyas can help us in making out the true meaning of 
the Sdtras All we should have to do in that case would be 
to accept Sankaras interpretations as they stand, or at the 
utmost to attempt to make out, if at all possible, by a 
careful comparison of .Sankara s bh&shya with the text of 
the Shtras, whether the former in all cases faithfully repre 
sents the purport of the latter 

In the most recent book of note which at all enters into the 
juestion as to how far we have to accept Sankara as a guide 
o the right understanding of the Sfitras (Mi A Goughs 
Philosophy of the Upamshad ‘0 the view is maintained (pp 
39 flf) that 5ankara is the generally recognised expositor 
[34] b 
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of true Vedanta doctrine, that that doctrine was handed 
down by an unbioken senes of teachers intervening between, 
him and the SfitraldSra and that there existed from the 
beginning only one VedSnta doctrine agreeing in all essen 
tial points with he doctrine known to us fiom Sankaras 
writings Mr Gough undertakes to prove this view firstly 
by a comparison of .Sankara s system with the teaching of 
the Upamshads themselves , and secondly by a comparison 
of the purpoit of the Sutras — as fai as that can be made 
out independently of the commentaries — with the mterpre 
tations given of them by .Sankaia To both these points 
we shall revert later on Meanwhile I only wish to lemark 
concerning the foimer point that, even if we could show 
with certainty that all the Upamshads piopound one and 
the same doctrine, there yet lemams the undeniable fact of 
our being confronted by a considerable number of eascn 
tially differing theories all of which claim to be founded on 
the Upamshads And with regard to the latter point I 
have to say foi the piesent that, as long as we have 
only Sankara s bhashya before us we are natuially 
inclined to find in the SCitras— -which taken by them 
selves are for the greater pait unintelligible — the meaning 
which Sankaia ascribes to them , while a reference to 
other bMshyas may not impossibly change oui views at 
once — Meanwhile, we will consider the question as to the 
unbroken uniformity of Ved&nhc tiadition from another 
point of view viz by enquiring whether or not the 
Sfttras themselves and the .Sankara bhdshya, furnish any 
indications of theie having existed already at in eaily time 
essentially different Ved4ntic systems or lines of Ved Untie 
speculation 

Beginning with the Sfitras we find that they supply ample 
evidence to the effect that already at a very early time, 
viz the period antecedent to the final composition of the 
Ved&ntar-sfitias in their piesent shape, there had aiisei 
among the chief doctors of the Vedanta differences o 
opinion, bearing not only upon minor points of doctrine 
but affecting the roost essential parts of the sygtem Ii 
addition to B&dar&yzrta. himself, the reputed author of th 
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S&tras the latter quote opinions ascribed to the following 
teachers Atreya Asmarathya Aurfulorm, Karshv^int, 
Kajalw^tsna Catmint Badau Among the passages where 
diverging views of those teachers are recorded and con-* 
trasted three aie of particular importance Firstly a 
passage nthe r oiuth padaof ib* fourth adnydya(SCitras 5-7), 
where the opinions of various teachers concerning the 
characteristics of the released sou 5 are given, and where the 
important discrepancy is noted that, according to AiWulomi 
its only characteristic is thought (£aitanya), while traimini 
maintains that it possesses a number of exalted qualities and 
B 4 dar&ya»a declares himself m favour of a combination of 
those two view* — The second passage occurs m the third 
pSda of the fourth adhy&ya (Sfitras 7-14) where Gaimim 
maintains that the soul of him who possesses the lower know 
ledge of Brahman goes aftei death to the highest Brahman, 
while B&dan — whose opinion is endorsed by Sankara — 
teaches that it lepatrs to the lower Brahman only — Finally 
the third and most important passage is met with m the 
fourth p&da of the first adhy&ya (Sfttras 20-23) where the 
question is discussed why in a certain passage of the 
BWhad ctrany aka Brahman is referred to in terras which are 
strictly applicable to the individual soul only In con 
nexion therewith the Sutras quote the views of three ancient 
teachers about the relation m which the individual soul 
stands to Brahman According to A$marathya (if we 
accept the interpretation of his view given by Sankara and 
.Sankara s commentators) the soul stands to Brahman in 
the bhed&bheda relation 1 e it is neither absolutely different 
nor absolutely non different from it, as sparks aie from fire 
Amfulorai, on the other hand, teaches that the soul is alto- 
gether different from Brahman up to the time when ob 
taming final release t is merged in it , and Kirakritsna 
finally upholds the doctrine that the sou 1 is absolutely non 
different kora Biahman, which in some way or other 
presents itself as the individual soul 
That the ancient teachers the ripest outcome of whose 
peculations and discussions is embodied in the Vedinta- 
ifttras disagreed among themselves on points of vital 
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importance is sufficiently proved by the three passages 
quoted The one quoted last is specially significant as 
showing that recognised authorities — deemed woithy of 
being quoted in the Stltras — denied that doctune on which 
the whole system of .Sankara hinges viz the doctrine of 
the absolute identity of the individual soul with Brahman 
Turning next to the Sankara bh&shya itself we there 
also meet with indications that the Vedintins weie divided 
among themselves on important points of dogma Ihese 
indications are indeed not numerous .Sankara does not on 
the whole impress one as an author particularly anxious to 
strengthen his own case by appeals to ancient authonties a 
peculiarity of his which later writers of hostile tendencies 
have not failed to remark and criticise But yet more than 
once .Sankara also lefers to the opinion of * another * viz , 
commentator of the Sutias and in several places .Sankara s 
commentators explain that the ‘ other meant is the Vntti 
kftra (about whom more will be said shortly) Those 
references as a lule concern mmoi points of exegesis, and 
hence throw little or no light on important differences of 
dogma, but there are two lemarks of Sankara s at any 
rate which are of interest in this connexion The one is 
made with reference to Sfttias 7-14 of the third p&da 
of the fouith adhyiya , some, he says there, ‘ declare those 
Sutias which I look upon as setting forth the siddh&nta 
view to state merely the ptuvapaksha a difference of 
opinion which, as we have seen above, affects the important 
question as to the ultimate fate of those who have not 
reached the knowledge of the highest Brahman — And 
under I, 3 19 .Sankara, after having explained at length 
that the individual soul as such cannot claim any reality 
but is leal only in so far as it is identical with Biahman, 
adds the following woids ‘ apare tu vMmaA piramirthikam 
eva /aiva m rQpam lti manyante asmadiyfi^ ka kefat, 1 e 
* other theonsers again, and among them some of ours, are of 
opinion that the individual soul as such is red The term 
‘ oUrs * heie made use of, can denote only the Aupamshadas 
or VedSntms, and it thus appears that .Saftkara himself 
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was Willing to class under the same category himself and 
philosophers who — as in later times the RAm&nqgas and 
others — looked upon the individual soul as not due to the 
fictitious limitations of but as real in itself, whatevei 

may be the relation in which thej consideied it to stand 
to the highest Self 

From what precedes it follows that the Yeddntins of the 
school to which Sankaia himself belonged acknowledged 
the existence of Ved&ntic teaching of a type essentially 
different fiom their own We must now proceed to enquire 
whether the R&mAniiga system, which likewise claims to be 
Vedanta and to be founded on the Veddnta-sfitras, has any 
title to be considered an ancient system and the heir of a 
respectable tradition 

It appears that R&m&nu^a claims — and by Hindu writers 
is generally admitted — to follow in his bhdshya the autho 
rity of Bodh&yana who had composed a vntti on the 
Sutras Thus we read in the beginning of the .Sri bh&shya 
(Pa*M?it New Senes, VII, p 163), * Bhagavad bodhdyana 
krttam vistlrwdm brahmasfttia vrtttun pftrvft&lrya/r sa#i£i- 
kshipus tanmat&miSclre»a sfitrflksbarit#i vyftkliy ftsyante 
Whether the Bodhiyana to whom that vntti is ascribed is to 
be identified with the author of the Kalpa s&tra and other 
works, cannot at present be decided But that an ancient v«tti 
on the Sutras connected with Bodhayana s name actually 
existed, there is not any reason to doubt Short quotations 
from it are met with m a few places of the «Sn bhS.sh.ya, and 
as we have seen above .Sankaras commentators state that 
their authors polemical lemarks aie directed against the 
Vwttikdra In addition to BodhSyana, R&minuga appeals to 
quite a series of ancient teachers — pfirv&AfLty&s — who earned 
on the true tradition as to the teaching of the Vedanta and 
the meaning of the Stitras In the Vedarthasangraha 
—a work composed by Rdminuga himself— we meet in one 
place with the enumeration of the following authorities 
Bodh&yana, Tanka, Dramu/a, Gubadeva Kapardm, Bharu£i, 
and quotations from the wntings of some of these are not 
.infrequent n the Vcddrthasangraba as we as the 5 ri 
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bhafah>a Ihe author most frequently quoted it. Dianmfri 1 , 
who composed the Dramw& biAshya he is sometimes 
rcfened to is the bMshjakara Anothei wntei lepeitcdly 
quoted as the vahj iHr us I am told to be identified with 
the 7anka mentioned above I lefram bon inserting in 
this place tic trfoi motion concerning the lelative age of 
these writers which may be de ived fioni the oral tradition 
of the Ramanuja sect hrom onothei souice however we 
receive an intimation that DiamidMIArya 01 Drav d iXAiya 
pieceded Sankara in point of time In his *kA on 5 an 
karas bhAshya to the Td/randogya Iipamshad III 10, 4 
Anandagin remarks tnat the attempt made by his author to 
reconcile the cosmological views of the Upamshad with the 
teaching of Smrzti on the same point is a reproduction of 
the analogous attempt made by the DraviduMrya 

It thus appears that tha special mterpietation of the 
VedAnta sOtias with which the bhAshya makes us 
acquainted is not due to innovating views on the part of 
RAmAnqgvi but had authoritative lepicsentitives aheady 
at a period anterior to that of .Sink ua 1 his latter point 
moreover leceives additional confhmation from the 1 elation 
in which the so called RAmAnu^a sect stands to eailicr 
sects. What the exact position of RAmAnu^i was and of 
what nature weie the refoims that lendered him so pio- 
mment as to give his name to a new seek is not exactly 
known at present , at the same time it is generally acknow 
ledged that the Ramanujas are closely connected with the 
so called BhAgavatis or PA#£aiAtras who are known to 
have existed already at a veiy early time This latter point 
is proved by evidenceof various kinds, for our present purpose 
it suffices to point to the fact that accoidmg to the mterpre 
tation of the most authoritative commentators, the last 

1 The name of thus wntejr is sometimes given as Dramwfe, sometimes as 
DraWa In the opinion of PaWit Ram* Mura iSfistnn of the Bemxes 
College — himself a K&nrtam^a and thoroughly convemnt with the books and 
traditions of lus sect — the form Diamufe is the correct one 

Viz by Pa*tt6t Kama Misra .S&stiin As the Pawrfit intends himself to 

peblish all the trtdi khmI - — he rouneramg the history ol 

the BMLgrrataa and Rlminu^na, 1 1 mi myself is the tc* to slating the most 
relevant renal a of my study of the Sri bhfahya and the Vcd&rthu^&graha. 
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Sutras of the second pdda of the second adhyaya (Vedanta- 
sutras) refei to a distinctive tenet of the Bhagavatas — which 
tenet forms part of the Rdmanuga system also — viz that 
the highest being manifests itself in a fourfold form (vyuha) 
as Vasudeva, Sankarsha«a, Pradyumna Amruddha those 
foui forms being identical with the highest Self, the indi 
vidua! soul, the internal organ (manos) and the principle 
of egoity (ahanketra) Whether those Sutras embody an 
appioval of the tenet leferred to as Rdmanu^a maintains 
or are meant to impugn it, as .Sankara thinks so much is 
certain that m the opinion of the best commentators the 
Bhagavatas the direct forerunners of the Ramanujas, aie 
mentioned m the Sfitras themselves, and hence must not 
only have existed, but even reached a considerable degree 
of importance at the time when the Sfitras were composed 
And considering the general agreement of the systems of 
the earlier BMgavatas and the later RAmim^as we have 
a full right to suppose that the two sects were at one also 
m their mode of interpreting the Ved&nta sutras 

The preceding considerations suffice I am inclined to 
think to show that it will by no means be wasted labour to 
enquire how RSmimiga interprets the Sfitias and wherein 
he diffeis from Sankara This in fact seems clearly to be 
the first step we have to take, if we wish to make an attempt 
at least of advancing beyond the interpretations of scho- 
liasts to the meaning of the Sfltras themselves A full and 
exhaustive comparison of the views of the two com- 
mentators would indeed fai exceed the limits of the space 
which can heie be devoted to that task and will,, moreover 
be made with greater case and advantage when the complete 
Sanskut text of the .Sri bhishya has been printed, and thus 
made available for general reference But meanwhile it is 
possible and — as said before — even urged upon a translator 
of the Sfitras to compare the intei pretations given by the 
two bhashyakaras, of those Sfttras, which more than others, 
touch on the essential points of the Vedanta system 1 This 

1 Owing to the importance of the u the tnl vurir 

of the matt m Hindu school of philosophy the number of topic* which 

might be in the in trod o its ion u considerable- Bn 
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will best be done in connexion with a succinct but full 
leview of the topics discussed in the adhikarawas of the 
Vedanta sutias according to Sankara , a review which — 
apart from the side-glances at Ramdiui^a s comments — 
will be useful as a guide thiough the Sutras and the 
5 ankaia bhSshya Before kowevei entering on that 
task, I think it advisable to insert short sketches of the 
philosophical systems of .Sankara as well as of RamAnu^a 
which may be referred to when, later on discrepancies 
between, the two commentators will be noted In these 
sketches I shall confine myself to the leading featutes, and 
not enter mto an> details Of .Sankara's system we possess 
as it is more than one trustworthy exposition , it may 
suffice to lefer to Deussens System of the VedSnta, m 
which the details of the entue system as fai as they can be 
learned from the SCitia bh&shya, aie lepresented fully and 
faithfully, and to Goughs Philosophy of the Upamshads 
which pnncipally in its second chaptei gnes a lucid 
sketch of the Ankara Ved&nta founded on the SGtia 
bh&shya the Upanishad bMshyas and some later writers 
belonging to Sankara s school With regard to RAmanuga's 
philosophy our chief souice was, hitherto the R&manuga 
chapter in the Sarvadam.»asa*Mgraha the short sketch 
about to be given is founded altogether on the Su 
bh&shya itself 

What in .Sanl tra s opinion the Upamshads teach is 
shortly as follows — Whatevei is is in leality one there 
truly exists only one universal being called Brahman 01 
Paramatman the highest Self This being is of an abso 
lutely homogeneous nature , it is puie Being ’ 01 which 
comes to the same, pure intelligence or thought (£aitanya, 


the limitation of the space at our disposal necessitates a selection and it can 
hardly be doubted that among the possible tasks of a translator that of 
ascertaining how far the teaching of -Sankara agrees With that of Bddar&yawa 
and further how far either of them represents the true d octane of the 
Upamshads is the one first to be; taken in hand —Some other topics such as a 
detailed account of -Safikaras teaching according to the blnshya an enquiry as 
to the books and- authors quoted by .Shhkara &c Iisyc moreover been treated 
not long ago m a very tho-ongh fash on y Dr Dcnstcn in I is System dcs 
Vcdlnta. 
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A £vn) Intelligence or thought is not to be predicated of 
Biajhman as its attribute but constitutes its substance 
Brahman is not a thinking being blit thought itself It 
is absolutely destitute of qualities whatever qualities or 
attubutes are conceivable can only be denied of it — But 
if nothing exists but one absolutely simple being whence 
the appearance of the world by which we see ourselves 
sui rounded and in which we ourselves exist as individual 
beings? — Brahman the answei urns is associated with a 
certain powei called Maya or avidya to which the appearance 
of this entire world is due. This power cannot be called 
being (sat), for being is only Brahman nor can it be 
called * non being (asat) in the strict sense for it at any rate 
pioduces the appearance of this woild It is in fact a pun 
ciple of illusion , the undefinable cause owing to which there 
seems to exist a matenal world comprehending distinct 
individual existences Being associated with this pnnciple 
of illusion, Brahman is enabled to project the appearance of 
the world in the same way as a magician is enabled by his 
incomprehensible magical power to produce illusory ap 
pcarances of animate and inanimate beings Mdyd thus 
constitutes the upadain the matcual cause of the world , or 
— if we wish to call attention to the circumstance that 
MS . yk belongs to Brahman as a rakti — we may say that 
the material cause of the woild is Brahman m so far as it 
is associated with Maya In this latter quality Brahman is 
more properly called Irvara, the Loid 

undei the guidance of the Loid, modifies itself by 
a progiessive evolution into all the individual existences 
(bheda) distinguished by special names and forms of 
which the world consists from it there spring in due 
succession the different matenal elements and the whole 
bodily apparatus belonging to sentient bemgs In all 
those apparently individual forms of existence the one 
indivisible Brahman is present but, owing to the particulai 
adjuncts into which Mayd has specialised itself it appeal 
to be broken up — it is biolccn up, as it were — into a multi 
plicity of intellectual o sentient p me pies the so callec 
j-pvas ndividua or personal sou s What is real n eact 
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£iva is only the universal Brahman itself, the whole 
aggregate of individualising bodily organs and mental 
functions which in our ordinary experience separate and 
distinguish one .ifiva from another, is the offspring of M&ya 
and as such unreal 

The phenomenal woild or woild of ordinary experience 
(vyavabara) thus consists of a number of individual souls 
engaged xn specific cognitions volitions and so on and of 
the external material objects with which those cognitions 
and volitions are concerned Neither the specific cognitions 
nor their objects are leal m the true sense of the word 
for both are altogether due to M&ya But at the same 
time we have to reject the idealistic doctrine of certain 
Bauddha schools accoiding to which nothing whatever 
ti uly exists but cei tam trains of cogmtional acts 01 ideas 
to which no external objects correspond for external 
things although not real in the strict sense of the word, 
enjoy at any rate as much leality as the specific cogmtional 
acts whose objects they are 

The non enlightened soul is unable to look through and 
beyond MayS, which, like a veil hides from it its true 
nature Instead of recognising itself to be Brahman it 
blindly identifies itself with its adjuncts (up&dhi), the 
fictitious offspung of M&yi and thus looks for its true 
Self in the body, the sense organs and the internal organ 
(manas), i e the organ of specific cogmtioa The soul 
which in reality is puie intelligence, non active, infinite, 
thus becomes limited in extent, as it were, limited in 
knowledge and powei, an agent and enjoyer Through 
its actions it burdens itself with merit and demerit, the 
consequences of which it has to bear or enjoy m senes of 
future embodied existences the Loid — as a retributor and 
dispenser— allotting to each soul that foim of embodiment 
to which it is entitled by its pievious actions At the end 
of each of the great world penods called kalpas the Lord 
retracts the whole world i e the whole material wond is 
dissolved and merged into non-distinct M&yd, while the 
individual souls, free for the time from actual connexion 
with up&dhis, he in deep slumber as t were But as the 
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consequences of their former deeds are not yet exhausted, 
they have again to enter on embodied existence as soon as 
the Lord sends forth a new material woild and the old 
round of birth action, death begins anew to last to all 
eternity as it has lasted from all eternity 

The means of escaping from this endless samsara the way 
out of which can never be found by the non enlightened 
soul, aie furnished by the Veda The karmaki«d?a indeed 
whose purport it is to enjoin ceitain actions, cannot lead 
to final lelease, for ever the most meritorious works 
necessarily lead to new forms of embodied existence And 
in the gna.xidkknddL of the Veda also two different parts 
have to be distinguished, viz firstly those chapters and 
passages which treat of Brahman in so far as related to the 
woild and hence characterised by various attributes 1 e of 
Ijvara 01 the lower Biahman and, secondly those texts 
which set forth the nature of the highest Brahman tran- 
scending all qualities and the fundamental identity of the 
individual soul with that highest Brahman Devout medi- 
tation on Brahman as suggested by passages of the formei 
1 ind does not directly lead to final emancipation the 
pious woi shipper passes on his death into the world of 
the lowei Biahman only, where he continues to exist as 
a distinct individual soul' — although in the enjoyment of 
great power and knowledge — until at last he reaches the 
highest knowledge, and, through it final release — That 
st idem of the Veda on the othei hand whose soul has 
been enlightened by the texts embodying the higher know 
ledge of Brahman whom passages such as the great saying 
That ait thou have taught that there is no difference 
between his tiue Self and the highest Self, obtains at the 
moment of death immediate final release i e he withdraws 
altogether from the influence of Maya and asserts himself 
m his true nature which is nothing else but the absolute 
highest Brahman 

Thus San Kara — According to RS.m&nqg'a on the other 
hand the teaching of the Upamshads has to be summarised 
ns fo ws There ex sts only one ill-cmbrac ng being called 
Bra iman 01 the h gh si Self or the Lord This being 
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not destitute of attributes but rather endowed with all 
imaginable auspicious qualities It is not intelligence, — as 
.Sankara maintains — but intelligence is its chief attribute 
The Lord is all-pervading all powerful, all knowing all 
merciful , his natme is fundamentally antagonistic to all evil 
He contains within himself whatever exists While accord 
mg to .Sankara the only reality is to be found m the non- 
qualified homogeneous highest Brahman which can only be 
defined as pure Being or pure thought all plurality being a 
mere illusion Brahman — according to RAmduq^as view — 
comprises within itself distinct elements of plurality which 
all of them lay claim to absolute leality of one and the same 
kind Whatever is presented to us by ordinary experience 
viz matter in all its various modifications and the individual 
souls of different classes and degrees, are essential real 
constituents of Brahman s nature Matter and souls {akil 
and £it) constitute according to R&m&nu^a $ terminology 
the body of the Loid , they stand to him in the same 
relation of entire dependence and subserviency in which 
the matter forming an animal 01 vegetable body stands to 
its soul or animating principle The Lord pervades and 
lules all things which exist — material or immatenai — as 
their antaryanun, the fundamental text for this special 
RhmfLnqfa tenet — which in the writings of the sect is 
quoted again and agam — is the so-called antaryimin brdh- 
ma«a (B« Up III, 7) which says that withm all elements 
all sense organs and, lastly within all individual souls 
there abides an inward ruler whose body those elements, 
sense organs and individual souls constitute — Mattel and 
souls as forming the body of the Lord are also called 
modes of him (prak&ra) They are to be looked upon as his 
effects, but they have enjoyed the kind of individual exist 
ence which is theirs fiom all eternity and will never be 
entirely resolved into Brahman They, however, exist in 
two different periodically alternating, conditions At some 
times they exjst m a subtle state m which they do not 
possess those qualities by which they are ordinarily known, 
and there is then no distinction of individual name and 
form. Matter in that state ts unevolved (avyakta) the 
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individual souls are not joined to material bodies, and their 
intelligence is in a state of contraction non manifestation 
(sankoila) This is the pralaya state which recurs at the end 
of each kalpa, and Biahman is then said to be in its causal 
condition (kara«3vastha) To that state all those scriptuial 
passages refer which speak of Brahman or the Self as 
being in the beginning one only without n second Brahman 
then is indeed not absolutely one, for it contains within itself 
matter and souls in a germinal condition but as in that 
condition they aie so subtle as not to allow of individual 
distinctions being made they are not counted as something 
second m addition to Brahman — When the pralaya state 
comes to an end creation takes place owing to an act of 
volition on the Lord s part. Primary unevolved matter then 
passes over into its other condition , it becomes gross and 
thus acquues all those sensible attributes visibility, tangi- 
bility and so on which are known fiom oidmary experience 
At the same time the souls entei into connexion with 
matenal bodies con expending to the degree of merit or 
demerit acquired by them in previous forms of existence 
their intelligence at the same time undergoes a certain 
expansion (vik^ra) The Loid, together with matter in its 
gross state and the ‘expanded souls, is Biahman in the 
condition of an effect (kary§.vasth&) Cause and effect are 
thus at the bottom the same , for the effect is nothing but 
the cause which has undergone a certain change (pan 
«a.ma) Hence the cause being known, the effect is known 
likewise. 

Owing to the effects of their foimer actions the indi 
vidual souls are implicated m the sa;«sira the endless 
ejele of birth action and death final escape from which 
is to be obtained only through the study of the ^wana 
k md& of the Veda Compliance with the injunctions of 
the kaimak&wrfa does not lead outside the sawsira , but 
he who, assisted by the grace of the Lord cognizes— and 
meditates on — him m the way prescribed by the Upam 
shads leaches at his death final emancipation, i e he 
passes through the different stages of the path of the 
gods up to the world of Biahman and there enjoys an 
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everlasting blissful existence from which theie is no re 
turn into the sphere of transmigration The character 
istics of the released soul are similar to those of Brahman , 
it participates m all the lattei s glonous qualities and 
powers, excepting only Brahman s power to emit, rule and 
retract the entire world 

The chief oomts in which the two systems sketched 
above agree on the one hand and diveige on the other 
may be shortly stated as follows — Both systems teach 
advaita 1 e non duality 01 monism There exist not 
several fundamentally distinct principles, such as the pra- 
krttt and the purushas of the S&nkhyas but there exists 
only one all embracing being While, however the advaita 
taught by Sankara is a rigorous absolute one RimSnu^a s 
doctrine has to be chaiactensed as vuish/a advaita i e 
qualified non-duality, non duality with a difference Ac 
cording to Sankara, whatever is is Biahman and Brahman 
itself is absolutely homogeneous so that all difference and 
plurality must be illusory Accoidmg to R&minug-a also 
whatever is is Brahman but Brahman is not of a homo 
geneous nature but contains within itself elements of 
plurality owing to which it truly manifests itself in a 
diversified world The world with its variety of material 
forms of existence and individual souls is not unreal 
but a real part of Brahman’s nature, the body investing 
the universal Self The Brahmhn of Sankara, is ra itself 
impersonal a homogeneous mass of objectless thought 
transcending all attributes , a personal God it becomes 
only through its association with the unreal punciple of 
MfiyS, so that — strictly speaking — Sankara s personal God 
his 1 rvara, is himself something unreal R&m 3 nufa s Brah 
man, on the other hand, is essentially a personal God the 
all powerful and all wise ruler of a real world permeated 
and animated by his spirit There is thus no room for 
the distinction between a param mrguwam and an aparam 
sagUttam brahma, between Brahman and irvara — San 
karas individual soul is Brahman m so far as limited by 
the unreal up&dhis due to MAyA The individual soul of 
Rfimfinitfa, on the other hand is really individual it has 
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indeed sprung from Biahman and is never outside Brah 
man but nevertheless it enjoys a separate personal exist 
ence and will remain a personality foi ever — The release 
fiom sawzsara means, accoidmg to .Sankara the absolute 
merging of the individual soul in Brahman, due to the dis 
missal of the enoneous notion that the soul is distinct 
fiom Brahman according to R&mftnuga it only means 
the souls passing from the troubles of earthly life into 
a kind of heaven or paradise where it will remain for ever 
in undisturbed personal bliss — As R4m4nu^a does not 
distinguish a higher and lower Biahman, the distinction 
of a higher and lower knowledge is likewise not valid for 
him, the teaching of the Upamshads is not twofold but 
essentially one and leads the enlightened devotee to one 
result only 1 

I now proceed to give a conspectus of the contents 
of the Vedanta sutras accoidmg to .Sankara in which at the 
same time all the moiC important points concerning which 
Raminq^a disagrees will be noted We shall here have to 
enter into details which to many may appear tedious But it 
is only on a broad substratum of accurately stated details that 
we can hope to establish any definite conclusions regarding 
the compaiative value of the different modes of interpreta 
tion which have been applied to the Stltras The line of 
investigation is an entirely new one and for the present 
nothing can be taken for gi anted or known — In stating the 
different heads of discussion {the so called adhikara«a$) 
each of which comprises one or more Sfitras, I shall follow 
the subdivision into adhikara«as adopted in the Vyas&dhika 
ra#am«tlet the text of which is punted in the second volume 
of the Bibliotheca Indica edition of the SGtias 


1 The only sectarian feat me of the *Sit bhlshya is that it identifies Brahman 
with Vtshjzn or Nfiriya#& bnt this m no way affects the interpretations put on 
the Stitr&s and Upamshads Narayttoa is in fact nothing hut another name of 
Brahman 
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FIRST ADHYAYA 
PAda I 

The first five adhikarawas lay down the fundamental 
positions with regard to Brahman Adhik I (i) 1 treats of 
what the study of the Vedanta piesupposes Adhik II 
(2) defines Brahman as that whence the world ougwates, 
and so on Adhik III (3) dec’aics that Brahman is the 
souice of the Veda Adhik IV (4) proves Brahman to be 
the uniform topic of all Vedanta texts Adhik, V (5-11) 
is engaged in piovmg by vanous arguments that the Biah 
man which the Vedanta texts represent as the cause of 
the world is an intelligent principle., and cannot be iden 
tified with the non intelligent pradhdna from which the 
world springs according to the S&nkhyas 

With the next adhikarawa there begins a series of dis 
cussions of essentially similar cbaractei, extending up to 
the end of the first adhydya The question is throughout 
whether certain terms met with in the Upanishads denote 
Brahman or some other being, m most cases the ^iva the 
individual soul Sankara remarks at the outset that as the 
pieceding ten Sfitras had settled the ali-impoitant point 
that all the Veddnta-texts lefer to Brahman the question 
now arises why the enquiry should be continued any fur- 
ther, and thereupon proceeds to explain that the acknow- 
ledged distinction of a higher Brahman devoid of all 
qualities and a lower Brahman characterised by qualities 
necessitates an investigation whether certain Vedic texts 
of prima facie doubtful import set forth the lower Brah 
man as the object of devout meditation, or the higher 
Brahman as the object of true knowledge But that such an 
investigation is actually earned on in the remaining portion 
of the first adhy&ya, appears neither from the wording of the 
Shtras nor even from Sankara’s own treatment of the Vedic 

1 The Roman numerals indicate the number of the adhikmawa the figures 
in parentheses state the Stitm comprised in each adhikan^a 
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texts referred to in the Siltras In I i 20 for instance, the 
question is raised whether the golden man within the sphere 
of the sun with golden hair and beard and lotus coloured 
eyes— of whom the AViandogya Upamshad speaks m 1, 6, 6 
— is an ndividual soui abiding within the sun or the 
highest Lord .Sankara s answer is that the passage refers 
to the Lord who for + he gratification of his worshippers 
manifests himself in a bodily shape made of M4y& So that 
according to Sankara himself the alternative lies between 
the saguzza Brahman and some particular individual soul not 
between the saguraa Brahman and the nirgu»a Brahman. 

Adhik VI ( 12 - 19 ) raises the question whether the 4nanda 
maya mentioned in Taittiriya Upamshad II, 5, is merely 
a transmigrating individual soul or the highest Self .San 
kara begins by explaining the Sutias on the latter suppo- 
sition— and the text of the Sfitras is certainly in favoui of 
that interpretation — gives, however finally t}ie preference to 
a different and exceedingly forced explanation accoiding to 
which the Sutras teach that the dnandamaya is not Brah 
man since the Upamshad expressly says that Brahman is 
tne tail 01 support of the dnandamaya 1 — R4m4nu^as in 
teipietation of Adlukara«a VI although not agreeing in 
all particulars with the foimer explanation of Sankara, yet 
is at one with it in the chief point, viz that the ananda 
maya is Brahman It further deserves notice that while 
Sankara looks on Adhik VI as the first of a series of 
interpretatory discussions, all of which treat the question 
whethei certain Vedic passages refer to Biahman or not, 
R4m4nqfa separates the adhikarawa from the subsequent 
part of the p4da and connects it with what had preceded 
In Adhik V it had been shown that Brahman cannot be 


1 Deussen s supposition (pp 30 1 50) that the passage conveying the second 
interpretation 13 an interpolation is liable to two objections In the first place 
the passage is accepted and explained by all commentators in the second 
place Sankara in the passage immediately preceding Siltra 12 quotes the 
adhikarafite Snandamayo bhySsdt as giving rise to a discussion whether the 
param or the aparam brahman is meant Now this latter point is not touched 
upon at all in that part of the bbashya which sets forth the former explanation, 
bat only in the sabaequenfc pottage which refute* the former and advocate* the 
latte interpretation. 

13 *-] 
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identified with the pradhana , Adhik Vi shows that it is 
different fiom the individual soul, and the proof of the 
fundamental position of the system is thereby comple ed l — 
Adhik VII (20 31) demonstrates that the golden person 
seen within the sun and the person seen within the eye 
mentioned in Kh Up I, 6, are not some individual soul 
of high eminence but the supreme Brahman — Adhik VIII 
(22) teaches that by the ether from which according to 
Kh Up I, 9 all beings originate, not the elemental ether 
has to be understood but the highest Brahman —Adhik 
IX (33) The prftwa also mentioned in Kh Up I, IX 5 
denotes the highest Biahman 3 — Adhik X (24^37) teaches 
that the light spoken of in Kh Up III 13 7 1B not the 
ordinary physical light but the highest B ahman 1 * — Adhik 
XI (28-31) decides that the pr&wa mentioned m Kau Up 
III 2 is Brahman 


Pada II 

Adhik I (1-8) shows that the being which consists of 
mind whose body is breath &c, mentioned in Kh Up 
III 14, is not the individual soul but Brahman The 
Sfitras of this adhikara«a emphatically dwell on the dif 
ference of the individual soul and the highest Self whence 
.Sankara is obliged to add an explanation— in his comment 
on Slitra 6 — to the effect that that diffeience is to be under 
stood as not real but as due to the false limiting adjuncts 
of the highest Self — The comment of through 

out closely follows the woids of the Sfltras on Sfitia 6 
it simply lemarks that the diffeience of the highest Self 

* Ey jj£#asitasya brahma^ar / ctanabhogyabh^ltii^WartlpasattVftrE^ststmo 
mayapTadhim&d YySlvrfctir ukt a, ld&nto* ksurmamy&t tngujz&tisakipnkT'm 
sa/«sai^aiumittaiii]^vidhinantadukh!i 5 %aiamin'i^’iaendfuddh J U pralya 
giUmano nyan mkialahey a.p ratyauukaw nimtuayanandam bnhmeti putkjn 
dyate, £nandamayo bhySsat, 

3 There i no reason to consider t be passage atm kc/it in ♦Sankaia'i 
bhSbhya on Siltra 33 an interpolation as Deusaea does (p 30) It simply 
contains a criticism passed by ♦Sankara on other commentator 

* To the passages 011 pp 130 and 153 of the Sanskrit tczl* which Denson 
thinks to be interpolations there likewise applies the remark made in the 
preceding note. 
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from the individual soul rests theieon that the former 
as free from all evil is not subject to the effects of woiks 
in the same way as the soul is 1 — Adhik II (9, 10) decides 
that he to whom the Brahmans and Kshattnyas are but 
food (KaAfca Up I, 2, 25) is the highest Self — Adhik III 
(11 i») shows that the two entered into the cave (Ka/Aa 
Up I, 3, 1) are Brahman and the individual soul 2 — Adhik 
IV (13-17) shows that the peison within the eye mentioned 
in Kh Up IV 15, 1 is Brahman — Adhik V (18-so) shows 
that the ruler within (antary&min) described in Bn Up III, 
7 3 is Biahman Sfltra 20 clearly enounces the difference 
of the individual soul and the Lord, hence Sankara is 
obliged to remark that that difference is not real — Adhik 

VI (21-23) proves that that which cannot be seen, &c 
mentioned m Mu«daka Up I, 1 3 is Brahman —Adhik 

VII (34-32) shows that the citman vaisvitnara o[Kh Up V, 
11, 6 is Brahman. 


PAda III 

Adhik I (r-7) proves that that within which the heaven, 
the earth &c aie woven (M.\wd Up 11 , 2 , 5) is Brahman — 
Adhik II (8 9) shows that the bhfiman referred to in Kh 
Up VII, 23 is Biahman — 'Adhik III (10-12) teaches that 
the Imperishable 111 which according to B n Up III, 8 8, 
the ethei is woven is Brahman — Adhik IV (13) decides 
that the highest person who is to be meditated upon with 
the syllable Om according to Prama Up V 5, is not the 

1 drlvasya xva parosyApi brahmanaA jarfr&iitarvartitvam abhyupagataw £et 
tadvad eva Jaruasambaadhflprajnktasukhadukhopabhogapraptir iti na* 
hetamreshyat »a hi jarJr&ntarvarhtvaxn eva sukhadukhopabhogahetaA api 
tu piiffyapaparupakarmaparftvsjatva^i: ta£ AapahatapipmanaA para mat mauo 
na sambhavati 

2 The second interpretation given on pp 184-5 of the Sanskrit text (begunua» 
>ivith apara ilia) Deusseu considers to be an interpolation caused by the 
reference to the Panjgx upamshad in ^Shdkams comment on I 5 7 (p 332) 
But there is no reason whatever for such 'in assumption. The passage on 
pj 332 shows that .Sankara considered the explan au cm of the mantia given in 
thfc PaihgL upamshad worth quoting and m fact fully intelligible only m ca&c 
of it* having been quoted before by Sankara himself ^-Ihat the apara quotes 
the Brthndirawjaka not according to the Kd/m text — to quote horn winch n> 

* habit but from he Midh^amUnR text, s due ju*t o the 
■Uno c of his being no ap* xa, 1 c. not ihhVara- 
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lower but the higher Brahman ■ — According to RimSnuga 
the two altei natives aie Brahman and Biahma (^-ivasa- 
mashnrflpo wiStdhipatw Aaturmukha/i) — AdhiL V and VI 
(compnsmg, according to 5 ank.ara, Sutras 14-ax) 1 discuss 
the question whethei the small ether withm the lotus of the 
heart mentioned in Kh Up VIII x 13 the elemental ether 
or the individual soul 01 Brahman , the last alternative 
being finally adopted In favour of the second alternative 
the phrvapakshin pleads the two passages Kh Up VIII 
3 4 and VIII 13, 3, about the serene being (sampras&da) , 
for by the lattfci the individual soul only can be understood, 
and in the chapter, of which the latter passage foims part 
there aie ascubed to it the same qualities (viz freeness 
from sin, old age, death, &c) that weie predicated in VIII, 
x, of the small ethei within the heait — But the reply to 
this is, that the second passage refeis not to the (ordinary) 
individual soul but to the soul m that state where its true 
nature has become manifest, 1 e in which it is Brahman , so 
that the subject of the passage is in reality not the so called 
individual soul but Brahman And in the former of the 
two passages the soul is mentioned not on its own account, 
but merely for the purpose of intimating that the highest 
Self is the cause through which the individual soul manifests 
itself in its true nature —What RiLmanu^a understands by 
the elvirbh&va of the soul will appear from the remaiks on 

IV, 4. 

The two next Sfltras (33, 33) constitute according to 
.Sankara, a new adhikara#a (VII) proving that he ‘ aftei 
whom everything shines, by whose light all this is lighted 
(Ka/fa. Up. II, 5, 15) is not some material luminous body, but 
Brahman itself — According to R^mdnv^a the two Sfltras 
do not start a new topic, but merely furnish some further 
aiguments strengthening the conclusion arrived at in the 
preceding Sfltras * 


1 Sdtras 1-4-21 are divided into two adhiUtfoeas by the AdhOcarawaratnamali, 
but really constitute a simple adlulairawa only 

* Ita-f&utadevam Annkntes tasya Aa. Tasya daharafcfLrasya parab rahmawo 
j mi raid *>am a p a h a tapip matrfldlgnwato vimnk 

t a d a nnlrir u tatsAmyaw tathi hi pretja^ pi 
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Adhik VIII (24 2$) decides that the person of the size 
of a thumb mentioned m Ka/Aa Up II 4 ra is not the 
individual soul but Brahman 

The two next adhikara/zas are of the nature of a digres 
sion The passage about the angush^amatra was explained 
on the giound that the human heait is of the size of a 
span the question may then be asked whether also such 
individuals as belong to other classes than mankind moie 
particularly the Gods are capable of the knowledge of 
Brahman a question finally answeied in the affirmative — 
This discussion leads in its turn to seveial othei digressions, 
among which the most important one refers to the problem 
m what relation the different species of beings stand to the 
words denoting them (Sfitra 28) In connexion heiewith 
Sankara tieats of the nature of words (rabda), opposing the 
opinion of the Mim&?«saka Upavarsha, according to whom 
the woid is nothing but the aggregate of its constitutive 
letters, to the view of the grammarians who teach that ovei 
and above the aggregate of the letters there exists a super 
sensuous entity called sphote, which is the direct cause of 
the apprehension of the sense of a word (Adhik IX, Sdtias 
26 - 33 ) 

Adhik X (34-38) explains that Shdras are altogether 
disqualified for Brahmavidyi 

Stitia 39 constitutes, according to Sankara, a new adhi- 
kara«a (XI) pioving that the pri«a in which everything 
trembles, accoidmg to Katha Up II, 6 2, is Biahman — >■ 
According to R&m&nu^a the Sutra does not introduce a new 
topic but meiely furnishes an additional reason foi the 

parabrahm anukaraA miyate yad& pajyaA pasyate iukmv&T#aw kartaram wa;;; 
ptinishfliw biahmajorn/;* tada vidvan pti;*yap&pe vidhuya nira paramaxw 
sSLmyam up-iitlty nto mikarta prfi^pativBkyaiurdiBh/aA anuldryaOT para;;; 
bmhroa na daharkklra/i Api fa smaiyrte Sa#*s&iwo pi mukt2lYasMy&«? 
poramas&my&patblaksltaJraA parabralun & nukira£ smatyate idaw 
updmtya 8c c — Kc£id Tmik^tes t-tsya HpL smaiyate iti fa utradyayam adtu 
kaiattiintora;/; tam eva bb^ntam nnitbhfLti sann^ tasya bh&sft sarvam ida« 
■nbhitity asyl srateh pnrabrahm&paratvamr»ay&ya pravrotta;/; vadanti Tat 
tv admyatv&digutfako dharmokteA djabLv^dy&yatanaw &vajabdM ity adhi 
karii#advayenft tasya prakartu;asya braluna.vishayatvapiatipidanit gyotisk* 
rnafibhidhfluA ty 5d ska biahiairfo bhiiupatT&TH£a ex fa 

sndthAiiAd lyaktnvr hamvaitftpjl* 
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decision arrived at under Sutras 24 25 viz that the angush 
^am&tra is Biahman On this supposition, Sfltras 24-39 foim 
one adhikara^a in which 26-158 constitute a mere digression 
led up to by the mention made of the heart in 25 — The 
angush///'im&tiT is lefeired to twice m the Ka//n Upamshad, 
once in the passage discussed (II 4, 12) and once in II 6 17 
( the Peison rot largei than a thumb ) To determine 
what is meant by the angushA&amcttra Ramanuja says, ue 
are enabled by the passage 11,6 2 3, which is intermediate 
between the two passages concerning the angush///amatia 
and which cleaily lefers to the highest Brahman, of which 
alone everything can be said to stand in awe 

The next Sutra (40) gives rise to a similai difference of 
opinion According to .Sankaia it constitutes by itself a 
new adhikaia«a (XII), proving that the light (gyotis) 
mentioned in A h Up VIII 12 3 is the highest Brahman 
— Accoidmg to R&m&nu^a the Stitra continues the pre 
ceding adhikara«a, and strengthens the conclusion arrived 
at by a further argument referring to Kaif/^a Up II, 5 15 
— a passage intermediate between the two passages about 
the angush^am&tra — which speaks of a primary light that 
cannot mean anything but Brahman The SOtn, has in 
that case to be translated as follows * (The angush / 5 a 
m&tra is Brahman) because (in a passage intervening be- 
tween the two) a light is seen to be mentioned (which can 
be Brahman only) 

The three last Sfltras of the p&da are, according to 
Sankara to be divided into two adhikara^as (XIII and XIV), 
Sutra 41 deciding that the ethei which reveals names and 
forms (Kh Up VIII, 14) is not the elemental ether but 
Brahman , and 42, 43 teaching that the vi^anamaya, 'he 
who consists of knowledge of Bn Up IV, 3, 7 is not the 
individual soul but Brahman — Accoidmg to Rdmam^a 
the three Stitras make up one single adhikara«a discussing 
whether the -ST^andogya Upamshad passage about the 
ether refers to Brahman or to the individual soul in the 
state of release the latter of these two alternatives being 
suggested by the circumstance that the released soul is the 
subject of the passage immediate y preceding Shaking off 
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all evil as a horse shakes off his hair’ &c) Sutra 41 
decides that the ethei (is Brahman) because the passage 
designates the nature of something else &c (1 e of some 
thing othei than the individual soul, other because to the 
soul the revealing of names and forms cannot be ascribed 
&c ) — But, an objection is raised does not moie than one 
scriptural passage show that the released soul and Brahman 
aie identical and is not therefore the ethei which reveals 
names and foi ms the soul as well as Brahman ? — (The two 
Sutra 43 replies are different) * because in the states of 
deep sleep and departing (the highest Self) is designated as 
different (from the soul) — which point is proved by the 
same scnptuial passages which Sankara adduces,— and 
‘because such teims as Lord and the like cannot be 
applied to the individual soul (43) Reference is made to 
IV, 4 14 where all ^agadvyipara is said to belong to the 
Lord only, not to the soul even when in the state of 
release 


Pada IV 

The last pftda of the fiist adhylya is specially directed 
against the SUnkhyas 

The fiist adhikara«a (1-7) discusses the passage Ki//;a 
Up I, 3 10 , 11 where mention is made of the Great and 
the Undeveloped — both of them terms used with a special 
technical sense in. the Sankhya .r&stn,, avyakta being a 
synonym for pradhdna — .Sankara shows by an exhaustive 
leview of the topics of the Ka//ia Upamshad that the term 
avyakta has not the special meaning which the S&nkhyas 
attnbute to it but denotes the body, more strictly the 
subtle body (sukshma jarira) but at the same time the 
gross body also, in so far as it is viewed as an effect of the 
subtle one 

Adhik II (8-10) demonstrates, according to Sankara, that 
the tricaloured spoken of in ive Up IV 5 is not the 
pradb&na of the S&nkhyas, but either that power of the 
Lord from which the -world springs or else the primary 
causa matter first produced by that power What R&mi 
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nu gs. n contradistinction from .Sankara understands by the 
primary causal matter follows from the short sketch given 
above of the two systems 

Adhik III (11-13) shows that the pa»/6a para/fcaganAA 
mentioned in Bn Up IV, 4 17 are not tne twenty five 
principles of the SAnhbyas — Adhik IV (14 15) proves that 
Scripture does not contradict itself on the all important 
point of Biahman 1 e a being whose essence is intelligence 
being the cause of the woild 

Adhik V (16-18) is accoiding to .Sankara meant to 
prove that ‘ he who is the maker of those persons, of whom 
this is the work, mentioned m Kau Up IV 19, is not 
either the vital air or the individual soul but Brahman — 
The subject of the adhikara«a is essentially the same in 
RAmAnu^as view greatei stress is, however laid on the 
adhikaiawa being polemical against the SAnkhyas who 
wish to turn the passage into an argument foi the pradhAna 
doctrine 

The same partial difference of view is observable with 
regard to the next adhik ara«a (VI, Sutras 19-32) which 
decides that the Self to be seen to be heard ’ &c (B n Up 
II 4, 5) is the highest Self not the individual soul This 
latter passage also is according to RAmAnuga, made the 
subject of discussion in order to rebut the S3.nkh.ya who is 
anxious to prove that what is there inculcated as the object 
of knowledge is not a universal Self but merely the SAnkhya 
purusha 

Adhik VII (33-37) teaches that Brahman is not only 
the efficient or operative cause (nimitta) of the world, but 
its material cause as well The world springs from Brahman 
by way of modification (pari«Ama Sutra 36) — RAmanu^a 
views this adhikara&a as specially directed against the 
Servara sAnkhyas who indeed admit the existence of a 
highest Lord, but postulate 111 addition an independent 
pradhdna on which the Lord acts as an operative cause 
merely 

Adhik VIII (28) remarks that the refutation of the 
SAfikhya views is applicable to other theories also- such as 
the doctrine of the world having originated from atoms. 
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After this rapid Survey of the contents of the fust adhy&ya 
and the succinct indication of the most important points in 
which the views of .Sankara and Rtirriclnug-a diverge we 
turn to a short consideration of two questions which heie 
naturally present themselves viz fiistly which is the prin 
ciple on which the Vedic passages refcned to in the Sfltras 
have been selected and arranged , and, secondly, if where 
.Sankara and RamAnu^a disagree as to the subdivision of 
the Sutras into Adhikara»as and the determination of the 
Vedic passages discussed in the Sutras, there are to be met 
with any indications enabling us to determine which of the 
two commentators is right (The more general question as 
to how far the Sfitras favour either Sankara’s or Rlma 
nq§a s general views cannot be considered at present ) 

The Hindu commentatoi s here and there attempt to 
point out the reason why the discussion of a certain Vedic 
passage is immediately followed by the consideration of a 
certain other one Their explanations — which have occa 
sionally been referred to in the notes to the translation — 
rest on the assumption that the Sfttrak&ra in arranging the 
texts to be commented upon was guided by technicalities 
of the system especially by a regard for the 

various so called means of proof which the Mimiiwsaka 
employs for the purpose of determining the proper meaning 
and position of scriptural passages But that this was the 
guiding principle, is tendered altogether improbable by a 
simple tabular statement of the Vedic passages referred to 
in the first adhy&ya, such as given by Deussen on page 130 , 
for from the lattei it appears that the order in which the 
Sutras exhibit the scriptural passages follows the order m 
which those passages themselves occur in the Upamshads 
and it would certainly be a most strange coincidence if that 
order enabled us at the same time to exemplify the vanous 
pi amS.#as of the Mimamsa in their due systematic sue 
cession 

As Deussen s statement shows most of the passages dis 
cussed are taken from the .Oindogya Upanishad, so many 
indeed that the whole first adhy&ya may be said to consist 
of a d scuss on of all those Kkk ndogya passages of which t 
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is doubtfil whether they are concerned with Brahman or 
not, passages from the other Upanishads being bi ought in 
wherever an opportunity offers Considering the prominent 
position assigned to the Upanishad mentioned I think it 
likely that the Steal &ra meant to begin the series of 
doubtful texts with the first doubtful passage from the 
Kh&i ldogya and that hence the sixth adhikara^a which 
treats of the anandarmya mentioned in the Tnittiriya 
Upanishad has in agreement with R&manu^a. s views to be 
separated fiom the subsequent adhikara#as and to be com 
bmed with the piecedmg ones whose task it is to lay down 
the fundamental propositions regarding Biahman s nature 
— The remaining adhtbarawas of the first p&da follow the 
order of passages m the isT/^andogya Upanishad and there 
fore call for no remark , with the exception of the last 
adhikarawa which, refers to a Kaushltaki passage, for whose 
being mtioduced m this place I am not able to account — 
The first adhikara«a of the second p&da letums to the 
Khkn&ogya. Upanishad The second one treats of a passage 
in the Ka/Aa Upanishad where a being is referred to which 
eats everything The reason why that passage is introduced in 
this place seems to be correctly assigned in the Sri bhdshya, 
which remaiks that as in the preceding Sfitra it had been 
argued that the highest Self is not an enjoyer, a doubt 
arises whether by that being which eats everything the 
highest Self can be meant 1 — The third adhikara^a again 
whose topic is the two entered into the cave* (Ka£4a Up 
I* % I )> appears as R4m&nuga remaiks, to come in at this 
place owing to the preceding adhikarawa for if it could 
not be proved that one of the two is the highest Self, a 
doubt would attach to the explanation given above of the 
‘ eater since the * two entered into the cave, and the eater 
stand under the same prakaiawa and must therefore be 
held to refer to the same matter —The fourth adhikarawa 
is again occupied with a KM Lndogya passage — The fifth 
adhikara*a whose topic is the Rulei within (antary&mm) 
manifestly owes its place as remarked by RSmftnu^a also 

1 Yiuii pammitml m bfcofcti mm t&ibi bhoklntayfL pratlyaxoluo ghv. ev* 
ity atli. 
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to the fact thatthe Vedic passage treated had been employed 
in the preceding adhikarana (I 2 , 14) for the purpose of 
strengthening the argument 1 — The sixth adhikarawa again 
which discusses * that which is not seen 1 (adrerya Muttd Up 
1, 1, 6 ) is clearly introduced m this place because in the pre 
ceding adhikara«a it had been said that ad^sh/a &c denote 
the highest Self — The reasons to which the last adhikara#a 
of the second pada and the first and third adhikara#as of the 
third p&da owe their places are not apparent (the second 
adhikaraaa of the third p&da treats of a A^&ndogya passage) 
The introduction, on the other hand, of the passage from the 
Prasna Upamshad treating of the akshara 0 ?«klLra is clearly 
due to the circumstance that an akshara of a different nature 
had been discussed in the preceding adhikara«a — The fifth 
and sixth adhikara«as investigate K&kndogya. passages — 
The two next Stitras (22, 33) are, as remarked above, con 
sidered by Sankara to constitute a new adhikara«a treating 
of the ‘ being after which everything shines (Mund Up. II, 2, 
10) , while R&m&nig'a looks on them as continuing the sixth 
adhikara«a There 1$ one circumstance which renders it at 
any rate probable that R&m&nu^a, and not Sankara here 
hits the intention of the author of the SGtras The general 
rule m the first three pidas is that, wherever a new Vedic 
passage is meant to be introduced, the subject of the dis 
cussion 1 e that being which in the end is declared to be 
Brahman is referred to by means of a special word, m most 
cases a nominative form 2 From this rule there is in the 
preceding part of the adhyAya only one real exception, viz 
in I 2, X which possibly may be due to the fact that there 
a new p&da begins and it therefore was considered super 


1 Sth&n&divyapade.rlA H lty atra ya h iakshushi Ush/Aann aty &dlnt prati 
p&dyamftnaw Aaksbnshi sthitimyaman&.dika« pfiram&tm&na eveti aiddha#* 
akshipurosbasya paramltmatvaff? s&dintam Id&n \m tad eva samar thayat 
antani 

a AnandainayaA 1 I n antaA I i ao I, i as prSumA I i 33 

^yotiA I 1 34 prSinaA I 1 iS atti I, a 9 prtmabteu I a, n 

antara I 2 13 antary @Lml I a 18 adrijyatv&diguwakaA I, 2 21 vairvinaia^ 
I 3 24- dyubhv^dyiyatanam I 3 z bMmSlI 3 8 aksbaram I 3 10 sad 
1 3 13 daharaA t 3 14 pramitaA I 3 34 (^yotiA I 3 40 ) &klya& I 
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fluous to indicate the introduction of a new topic by a 
special word The exception supplied by I 3, 19 is only 
an apparent one foi as remarked above, Sutra 19 does not 
in reality begin a new adhskaiava A few exceptions 
occurring later on will be noticed m their places — Now 
neither Stitia 22 nor Stitn 23 contains any word mamating 
that a new Vedic passage is being taken into consideration 
and hence it appeals preferable to look upon them with 
R&mELnu^u as continuing the topic of the preceding adhika 
ia«a_ — This conclusion receives an additional confirmation 
fiom the position of the next adh karawa which treats of 
the being a span long’ mentioned in Ka^a Up II 4 12, 
for the reason of this lattei passage being considered here is 
almost certainly the reference to the alparruti m Sutra 2 t , 
and, if so, the angush^amitra pioperly constitutes the sub 
ject of the adhikara«a immediately following on Adhik V 
VI which in its turn, implies that Siltras 22 23 do not foim 
an independent adhikararea — The two next adhikara«as arc 
digressions, and do not refer to special Vedic passages — 
Sfitra 39 forms a new adhikarawa according to .Sankara but 
not according to R^nfanu^a, whose opinion seems again to be 
countenanced by the fact that the Sfttra does not exhibit 
any word indicative of a new topic The same difference of 
opinion prevails with regard to Sfitra 40 and it appears from 
the translation of the Sutra given above, according to 
R&m&nUjg'a s view, that ‘^yoti^ need not be taken as a nomt 
native — The last two adhil ara«as finally refer according to 
Rlrifanufa to one Af/fandogya passage only, and here also 
we have to notice that Sfltra 42 does not comprise any word 
intimating that a new passage is about to be discussed 
Fiom all this we seem entitled to draw the following 
conclusions The Vedic passages discussed m the three 
first padas of the Veddnta siltras comprise all the doubtful 
— or at any rate all the more important doubtful— passages 
from the -ATA&ndogya Upamshad These passages are 
arranged in the ordei m which the text of the Upamshad 
exhibits them Passages from other Upantshads are dis 
cussed as oppoitunities offer there being always a special 
reason why a certain Kk&n dogya is followed by 
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a certain passage from some other Upamshad Those 
reasons can be assigned with sufficient certainty in 4 num 
ber of cases although not in all, and from among those 
passages whose introduction cannot be satisfactorily ac 
counted foi some are eliminated by our following the 
subdivision of the Shtras into adhikara»as adopted by 
R£mS.nt^-a a subdivision countenanced by the external 
form of the Sutras 

The fourth p£da of the first adhyiya has to be taken 
by itself It is directed specially and avowedly against 
Sinkhya interpietations of Scripture, not only in its earlier 
part which discusses isolated passages but also — as is 
brought out much more clearly m the .Sri bhishya than by 
Sankara — in its latter part which takes a general survey 
of the entire scriptural evidence for Brahman being the 
material as well as the operative cause of the world 

Deussen (p 221) thinks that the selection made by the 
Shtrakara of Vedic passages setting forth the nature of 
Brahman is not in all cases an altogether happy one 
But this reproach rests on the assumption that the pas- 
sages referred to in the first adhyaya weie chosen for the 
purpose of throwmg light on what Brahman is, and this 
assumption can hardly be upheld The VedAnta shtras 
as well as the Pfirva Mimijwsa sutias are throughout Mi 
m£ 0 ts 4 , 1 e. critical discussions of such sciiptuial passages as 
on a primd facie view admit of different interpretations 
and therefore necessitate a careful enquiry into their mean 
mg Here and there we meet with Sfttras which do not 
directly involve a discussion of the sense of some particular 
Vedic passage, but rather make a mere statement on some 
important point But those cases are raie, and it would 
be altogether contrary to the general spirit of the Sfitras to 
assume that a whole adhyaya should be devoted to the 
task of showing what Brahman is The latter point is suf 
ficiently determined m the first five (01 six) adhikara«as 
but aftei we once know what Brahman is we aie at once 
confronted by a number of Upamshad passages concerning 
which it is doubtful whether they refe to Brahman or not. 
With their discussion a the remain ng adhikaravzas of the 
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first adhyiya are occupied That the Vedanta sutras 
view it as a particularly important task to controvert the 
doctrine of the Siakhyas is patent (and has also been fully 
pointed out by Deussen, p 33) The fifth adhikara«a 
already declares itself against the doctrine that the world 
has sprung from a non intelligent principle the pradhina, 
and the fourth pida of the first adhyiya leturns to an 
express polemic against S&nkhya interpretations of cer- 
tain Vedic statements It is therefore perhaps not saying 
too much if we maintain that the entire first adhyiya is 
due to the wish on the part of the SGtrak&ra., to guard his 
own doctrine against S&nkhya attacks Whatever the 
attitude of the other so called orthodox systems may be 
towards the Veda, the Sankhya system is the only one 
whose adherents were anxious — and actually attempted — 
to prove that their views are warranted by scriptural pas- 
sages The S&nkhya tendency thus would be to show 
that all those Vedic texts which the Vedantm claims as 
teaching the existence of Brahman, the intelligent and sole 
cause of the world, refer either to the pradh&na or some 
product of the pradhina or else to the purusha in the 
SSnkhya sense, 1 e the individual soul It consequently 
became th© task of the Vedintm to guard the Upamshads 
against misinterpretations of the kind and this he did m 
the first adhy&ya of the Vedinta sfitras selecting those 
passages about whose interpretation doubts were, for some 
reason or other, likely to arise Some of the passages 
singled out are certainly obscuie and hence liable to 
various interpretations , of others it is less apparent why 
it was thought requisite to discuss them at length But 
this is haidly a mattei in which we are entitled to find 
fault with the Sutrakara , for no modern scholar either 
European or Hindu is — or can possibly be — sufficiently at 
home, on the one hand, in the religious and philosophical 
views which prevailed at the time when the Stitras may 
have been composed, and, on the other hand, m the m 
tsi of the Mlmimsd to judge with confidence which 
Vedic passages may give nse to discussions and which not 
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SECOND ADHlAYA 

The first adby&ya has proved that all the Ved&nta-texts 
unanimously teach that there is only one cause of the 
woild viz Brahman, whose nature is intelligence, and that 
there exists no scriptural passage which can be used to 
establish systems opposed to the Vedanta, more especially 
the Sdnkhya system The task of the two first p&das of 
the second adhydya is to rebut auy objections which may 
be raised against the Veddnta doctrine on purely specula- 
tive grounds apart from scriptural authority and to show, 
again on purely speculative grounds, that none of the sys 
terns irreconcilable with the Ved&nta can be satisfactorily 
established 

Pada I 

Adhikara#a I refutes the S&nkhya objection that the 
acceptation of the Ved&nta system involves the rejection 
of the S&nkhya doctrine which after all constitutes a part 
of Smrrti, and as such has claims on consideration — To 
accept the SaLhkhya smnti the Ved&ntin replies, would 
compel us to reject other Srrmtis such as the Manu smrtti 
which are opposed to the Sdnkhya doctrine The con 
flictmg claims of Smrrtis can be settled only on the ground 
of the Veda and there can be no doubt that the Veda does 
not confirm the S&nkhya smrsti, but rather those Sm«tis 
which teach the origination of the world from an intelligent 
primary cause 

Adhik II (3) extends the same line of argumentation to 
the Yoga smrtU 

Adhik III (4-1 1) shows that Brahman, although of the 
nature of intelligence yet may be the cause of the non 
intelligent material world, and that it is not contaminated 
by the qualities of the world when the latter is refunded 
into Brahman For ordinary experience teaches us that 
like does not always spring from like, and that the qualities 
of effected things when the latter are refunded into their 
causes as when go den ornaments, for instance, are melted 
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and thereby become simple gold again — do not continue to 
exist in those causes — Here also the argumentation is 
specially dnected against the ScLnkhyas who in ordei to 
account for the materiality and the various imperfections 
of the world think it necessary to assume a causal sub 
stance participating in the same chaiactenstics 
Adhik IV (xa) points out that the line of leasoning fol 
lowed m the preceding adhikarawa is valid also against 
other theories, such as the atomistic doctrine 

The one Sfttra (13) constituting Adhik V teaches, accord 
ing to Sankara that although the enjoying souls as we 1 ! as 
the objects of fruition are in reality nothing but Brahman, 
and on that account identical yet the two sets may prac- 
tically be held apart just as in ordinary life we hold apart, 
and distinguish as separate individual things, the waves 
ripples and foam of the sea, although at the bottom waves, 
ripples, and foam are all of them identical as being neither 
more nor less than sea-water -The Sn bhishya gives a 
totally different interpretation of the Siltra, according to 
which the latter has nothing whatever to do with the 
eventual non-distinction of enjoying souls and objects to 
be enjoyed Translated according to Rlm&nu^a s view 
the Sfttra runs as follows If non distinction (of the Lord 
and the individual souls) is said to result from the circum- 
stance of (the Lord himself) becoming an enjoyer (a soul) 
we refute this objection by instances from every-day ex 
penence That Is to say If it be maintained that from 
oui doctrine previously expounded accoidmg to which this 
world springs from the Lord and constitutes his body, it 
follows that the Lord, as an embodied being is not essen 
tially different from other souls, and subject to fruition as 
they are we reply that the Lords having a body does 
not involve his being subject to fruition, not any more than 
in ordinary life a king, although himself an embodied 
being is affected by the experiences of pleasure and pain 
which his servants have to undergo — -The construction 
which R&mdnu^a puts on the SCitra is not repugnant either 
to the words of the Sfitra or to the context in which the 
latter stands, and that it rests on earlier authority appears 
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fiom a quotation made by RclmAnu^a fiom the Drarai 
^abhashyakara 1 

Adhik VI (14-20) treats of the non difference of the 
effect from the cause, a Vedfinta doctune which is de 
fended by its adherents against the Vaueshikas according 
to whom the effect is something diffeient from the cause 
— The diveigent views of -Sankaia and Rfimanu^a on this 
important point have been sufficiently illustrated, in the 
general sketch of the two systems 

Adhik. VII (21-33) refutes the objection that fiom the 
Vedic passages insisting on the identity of the Lord and 
the individual soul it follows that the Lord must be like 
the individual soul the cause of evil and that hence the 
entne doctune of an all powerful and all wise Lord being 
the cause of the world has to be rejected I or the Sutia 
k&ra remarks, the cieative pi maple of the world is addi 
tional to 1 e oilier than the individual soul the difference 
of the two being distinctly declared by Scripture. — The 
way in which the three Sfttias constituting this adhikarawa 
are treated by .Sankara on the one hand and Rdmanu^a on 
the othei is characteristic Rctmanu^u throughout simply 
follows the words of the Sfltras of which Sutra 21 formu 
lates the objection based on such texts as Thou art' 
that, while Sdtra 22 leplies that Brahman is different 
from the soul, since that is expressly declared by Scrip 
ture .Sankaia, on the other hand, sees himself obliged to 
add that the difference of the two, plainly maintained in 
Shtia 22 is not ieal, but due to the soul s fictitious limiting 
adjuncts 

Adhik VIII (24, 25) shows that Biahman although des 
titute of material and instruments of action may yet pro 
duce the world, just as gods by their mere powei create 


1 Lokavat Yatb& loke xSfafisan&nuvartin&M ka rftjfclagrahaiiigTahakma 
sukhadukhayogexpi &a sawiratvamitrewa J&sake i&gaay apt rtsan4nnv«ttya- 
timttimmittasnkhadnkhayor bhoktntvaprasangaA Yathftha Dramufabhfc 
shy&kfcraA yathlt loke pra&iradandaf&ke ghore narthasajjjka/e * pi 

pradeje vartam&ao pi vystfanidyavadhutadteho dosbair na apruyate abhipre 
t&ms ka. lokftn paripipAlayuhati bhogiUw; ka gaadhidin avuve^anopabhogy&a 
db&rayati tatbSuau lokarvoro bhnunaUvasInaailhya&inaro doahair na spmyate 
lakshati ka lok&n brabmaloUkltmi &vim.£iiiiopabhogyfta dbftrayatUi 

[34] d 
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palaces, animals and the like, and as. milk b\ itself tuins 
into curds 

Adhik IX (26-29) explains that according to the express 
doctunc of Scnptuie Biahman does not in its entirety pass 
over into the woild, and although emitting the world from 
itself yet remains one and undn ided This is possible ac 
co-ding to Sankara because the w orld is unreal according 
to Ramanuja because the creation is merely the visible and 
tangible manifestation of what previously existed m Brah 
man in a subtle imperceptible condition 
Adhik X (50 31) teaches that Brahman, although des 
titute of instruments of action is enabled to cieate the 
world by means of the manifold powers which it possesses 
Adhik XI (32, 33) assigns the motive of the creation or, 
moie propei ly expiessed teaches that Brahman in creating 
the woi Id has no motive m the strict sense of the word hut 
follows a mere spoitive impulse 
Adhik XII (34-36) justifies Brahman fiom the charges 
of partiality and cruelty which might be brought against 
it owing to the inequality of position and fate of the various 
animate beings, and the umveisal suffering of the woild 
Brahman, as a creator and dispenser, acts with a view to the 
merit and dement of the individual souls, and has so acted 
fiom all eternity 

Adhik XIII (37) sums up the preceding argumentation 
by declaring that all the qualities of Brahman — omniscience 
and so on — are such as to capacitate it foi the creation of 
the woild 

Pad a II 

The task of the second pada is to refute, by arguments 
independent of Vedic passages, the more important philo 
sophical theories concerning the origin of the world which 
aie opposed to the Vedhnta view — The first adhikarana 
(1-10) is. duected against the Sankhyas whose doctrine had 
already been touched upon incidentally in several previous 
places, and aims at proving that a non intelligent fiist cause 
such as the pradhdna of the Sdnkhyas is unab e to create 
and dspose The second adhika 11 17 refutes the 
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Vaueshika tenet that the world originates from atoms set 
m motion by the a.drtshta — The third and fourth adhika 
ia«as are directed against various schools of Bauddha phi 
losophers Adhik III (18-27) impugns the view of the 
so-called sarvS.stttvavS.dins 01 bahyarthavadms who main 
tain the leahty of an external as well as an internal woild 
Adhik IV (28-32) is directed against the v\g«anavikhns 
according to whom ideas aie the only leahty — The last 
Shtra of this adhikara«a is treated by Hetman u^a as a 
separate adhikarawa refuting the view of the Mfidhyauukas 
who teach that everything is vo>d 1 e that nothing what 
evei is real — Adhik V (33-36) is dnected against the doc 
tune of the Gamas, Adhik VI (37-41) against those philo 
sophical schools which teach that a highest Loid is not the 
material but only the operative cause of the world 

The last adhilrara«a of the p&da (43-45) lefeis accoiding 
to the unanimous statement of the commentators to the 
doctnne of the Bhigavatas or Pan£ai&tras But .Sankara 
and R&manujfa totally disagree as to the drift of the 
Sutrakaras opinion legardmg that system Accoiding to 
the former it is condemned like the systems previously 
leferred to according to the latter it is approved of — 
Sutras 43 and 43 according to both commentators raise 
objections against the system Sfttra 43 being directed 
against the doctnne that from the highest being called 
Vasudeva there is originated Sankarsha#a 1 e the ^Iva 
on the ground that thereby those scnptuial passages would 
be contradicted which teach the soul s eternity and Sfttra 
43 impugning the doctnne that from Sankarshawa theie 
springe Piadyumna 1 e the manas — The Sutra on which 
the diffeience of interpretation turns is 44 .Literally trans- 
lated it runs 1 Oi on account of there being (or, their 
being ) ‘ knowledge and so on, theie is non contradiction 
of that — This means accoiding to .Sankara, Or if in 
consequence of the existence of knowledge and so on (on 
the part of Sankarshana, &c they be taken not as soul 
tmnd, &c. but as Lords of pie eminent knowledge, &c ) 
yet there is non-contrad etion of that (vie of the objection 
raised in Sfttra 43 against the Bhftgavata doctnne). 
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Accoiding to on the othei hand, the bCits a 

has to be explained as follows Or rathei theie is non 
contradiction of that (i e the Pd«£aratra doctune) on ac- 
count of their being knowledge and so on (1 e on account 
of then being Brahman) Which means Since San 
karshawa and so on aie meiely forms of manifestation 
of Brahman the P&«£ai&tra doctrine accoiding to which 
they spring fiom Brahman is not conti adicted — The form 
of the Sutra makes it difficult for u$ to decide which of the 
two interpietations is the right one it, however appears 
to me that the explanations of the * v& and of the { tat 
implied in Ramanuja s comment are more natural than 
those resulting from vSankai a s interpretation Nor would 
it be an unnatural proceeding to close the polemical pada 
with a defence of that doctrne which— m spite of objec 
tions — has to be viewed as the true one 

Pada III 

The third pada discusses the question whether the dif 
ferent forms of existence which in their totality, constitute 
the woild have an origin or not 1 e whether they are co 
eternal with Brahman or issue fiom it and are refunded 
into it at stated intervals 

The first seven adhibaiawas treat of the five elementary 
substances — Adhik I (1-7) teaches that the ether is not 
co-eternal with Biahman but springs from it as its first 
effect — Adhik II (8) shows that air springs from ethei , 
Adhik IV, V VI (10, 11 , 1 a) that fire springs fiom air 
water from fire earth from water — Adhik III (9) explains 
by way of digression that Brahman, which is not some 
special entity, but quite generally ‘that which is,' cannot 
have originated from anything else 

Adhik VII (13) demonstrates that the origination of one 
element from another is due, not to the latter m itself, but to 
Brahman acting in it 

Adhik VIII (14) teaches that the reabsorption of the 
elements into Brahman takes place in the inverse order of 
their emission. 

Adhik IX 15 remarks that the indicated order m which 
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the emission and the reabsoiption of the elementary sub- 
stances take place is not interfered with by the creation 
and reabsoiption of the organs of the soul i e the sense 
organs and the internal organ (manas) foi they also arc 
of elemental natuie and as such cieated and leti acted to 
gether with the elements of which they consist 

The remainder of the pada is taken up by a discussion of 
the nature of the individual soul the^iva — Adhik X (ifi) 
teaches that expressions such as Devadatta is born, De 
vadatta has died strictly apply to the body only and are 
transferred to the soul in so far only as it is connected with 
a body 

Adhik XX (17) teaches that the individual soul is accord 
mg to Scnpture permanent eternal and theiefore not like 
the ether and the other elements produced from Brahman 
at the time of cieation — This Sutra is of course com 
mented on in a very different manner by .Sankara on the 
one hand and Ram&nug'a on the other According to the 
former the ^Iva is m reality identical — and as such co 
eternal — with Biahman, what originates is merely the 
soul s connexion with its limiting adjuncts, and that con 
nexion is moreover illusory — Accoidmg to Rarnanugu the 
gwa. is indeed an effect of Biahman but has existed m 
Brahman fiom all eternity as an individual being and as 
a mode (prakfUa) of Brahman. So indeed have also the 
material elements yet there is an important distinction 
owing to which the elements may be said to originate at 
the time of creation while the same cannot be said of the 
soul Previously to creation the material elements exist 
in a subtle condition in which they possess none of the 
qualities that later on render them the objects of ordinary 
experience hence when passing over into the gross state 
at the time of creation they may be said to originate. The 
souls, on the other hand, possess at all times the same 
essential qualities, 1 e they are cognizing agents , only 
whenever a new creation takes place they associate 
themselves with bodies, and their intelligence therewith 
undergoes a certain expansion or development (vik&ra) 
contrasting w th the unevo ved or contracted state (sa 1 
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1 ok\) which chdiacltnsed it diunu, the j>u-<. ding piahy i 
But this change is not i eh mge of cssenti v! nature (svn.ru 
panyithabhnvi) md hence we have to distinguish the souls 
as permanent entities f om the mitcml elements which at 
the time of each creation and icabsoiption change then 
essentia! chaiactcustics 

Adhik XII (18) defines the natuic of the individual soul 
The Sutra declares that the soul is gu\ Ihis means 
accoidmg to .Sankara that intelligence oi 1 noivlcdgc does 
not as the Vaueshtl as teach constitute a mere attiibutc of 
the soul which in itself is essentially non intelligent but is 
the very essence of the soul The soul is not a 1 nower but 
knowledge not intelligent but intelligence — RamSnv^a, 
on the other hand, explains gn i by ic hnower 

knowing agent and considers the Suti a to be directed not 
only against the Vaircshikas but also against those philo- 
sopher who— -like the Sinl h) as and the Ved intms of 
Sankaras school —maintain that the soul is not a knowing 
agent, but puie X-aitanj-a — The woidmg of the Sutra cer 
tamly seems to favoui Ranitnuga s mterpietation we can 
haidly imagine that an author definitely holding the view 1 ? 
of Sankara should when propounding the important dogma 
of the souls nature use the term gns. of which the most 
obvious mterpietation isgnSArt, not £? 2 &nam 

Adhik XIII (19-3 a) treats the question whethei the 
individual soul is a«u 1 e of very minute si?e, or omni 
present, all pervading (sarvagata vydpin) Here again we 
meet with diametrically opposite views — In Sankaras 
opinion the Suti as 19-^8 represent the pfirvapahsha yiew 
according to which the giva, is a«u, while Shtra zg formu 
lates the siddh&nta viz that the glva which in reality is 
all pervading is spoken of as a«u in some sci iptural passages 
because the qualities of the internal oigan — which itself is 
a«u — constitute the essence of the individual soul as long 
as the lattei is implicated in the sawsara — According to 
R&nt&aqga on the other hand the first Sfitra of the adhi 
karawa gives utterance to the siddhdnta view, according to 
which the soul is of minute size the Sdtxas %o- 2 j confirm 
this view and refute objections ra sed against it while the 
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Sutras 26-29 resume the question already mooted undei 
Sutia 18, viz in whit relation the soul as knotting agent 
(gfiatri) stands to 1 now! edge {gu& ni) — In oidci to decide 
between the conflicting claims of these two mterpictations 
we must enter into some details — .Sankara maintains that 
huh as 19-28 slate and enfoice a pCirvapal sha view which is 
finally lcfuted in 29 What hcie stnl es us at the outset is 
the unusual length to which the defence of a mere prima 
facie view is earned in no othei place the Sutras tal e so 
much trouble to render plausible what is meant to be ic 
jected in the end, and an unbiassed leader will certainly 
feel inclined to think that in 19-28 we have to do not with 
the piehminary statement of a view finally to be abandoned 
but with an elaboiate bond fide attempt to establish and 
vindicate an essential dogma of the system Still it is not 
altogethei impossible that the purvapaksha should heie be 
tieated at greatei length than usual and the decisive point is 
therefoie whethei wc can with Sankai a look upon Sutia 29 
as embodying a refutation of the purvapaksha and thus 1m 
pbcitly acknowledging the doctnne that the individual soul 
is all pervading Now I think there can be no doubt that 
Sankaia s interpietation of the Sfttra is exceedingly forced 
Liteially translated (and leaving out the non essential word 
pidg? 2 avat ’) the Sdtra iuns as follows But on account of 
that quality (01 “ those qualities or else on account of the 
quality — or qualities — of that ) being the essence (there is) 
that designation (or the designation of that ) This .San 
kara maintains to mean Because the qualities of the 
buddhi are the essence of the soul m the sai/Mra state, 
theiefore the soul itself is sometimes spoken of as a«u 
Now in the first place nothing in the context wa aants the 
explanation of the fiist tat by buddhi And — which is 
more important —in the second place it is more than 
doubtful whethei on Sanl ara s own system the qualities 
of the buddhi — such as pleasuie pain desue aveision 
Sec — can with any proonety be said to constitute the 
essence of the soul even m the sawsara state The essence 
of the soul n whatever state according to .Sankaras sys- 
tem is know edge or nte 1 gence whatever is d c to ts 
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association with the buddhi is non essential or more 
strictly unreal false 

There are no similar difficulties m the way of Rlm&nuga. s 
interpretation of the adhikarawa He agrees with .Sankara 
in the explanation of Sfitras 19-35 with this difference that 
he views them as setting forth not the pilrvapaksha but the 
siddhinta. Sutras 26-28 also are interpreted m a manner not 
very different from Sankara s special stress being laid on 
the distinction made by Scripture between knowledge as a 
mere quality and the soul as a knowing agent the sub- 
stratum of knowledge This discussion natuially gives rise 
to the question how it is that Scriptuie m some places 
makes use of the term vigvlina when meaning the mdi 
vidual soul The answer is given m Sfitra 29 The soul is 
designated as knowledge because it has that qualit> for its 
essence 1 e because knowledge is the essential charactei 
istic quality of the soul, therefore the term knowledge is 
employed here and there to denote the soul itself This 
latter interpretation gives rise to no doubt whatever It 
closely follows the wording of the text and does not 
necessitate any forced supplementation The ' tu ’ of the 
Sutra which, according to -Sankara is meant to discard 
the pftrvapaksha serves on Rdmanq^as view to set aside 
a previously laised objection , an altogether legitimate 
assumption- 

Of the three remaining Sfltias of the adhikarawa (30-32), 
30 explains according to .Sankara that the soul may be 
called anu since, as long as it exists m the sanwsAra con 
dition, it is connected with the buddhi According to 
Ram&nqga the Sfttra teaches that the soul may be called 
vigff&na because the latter constitutes its essential quality as 
long as it exists — -Shtra 31 intimates, according to .Sankara 
that in the states of deep sleep and so on the soul is poten 
tially connected with the buddhi while m the waking state 
that connexion becomes actually manifest The same 
Sutra, according to R&minuga, teaches that g«4trrtva is 
properly said to constitute the souls essential nature 
although it is actually manifested n some states of the soul 
only In Sfttra 3a final y .Sankara sees a statement of the 
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doctrine that unless the soul had the buddhi for its limiting 
adjunct it would either be permanently cognizing or perma 
ncntly non cognizing , while, according to Rfimfinu^a, the 
Sfitra means that the soul would either be permanently 
cognizing or permanently non cogftizing, if it were pure 
knowledge and all pervading (instead of being ghkin and 
a«u as it is in reality) — The thiee Sutras can be made 
to fit m with either interpretation, although it must be 
noted that none of them explicitly refers to the souls 
connexion with the buddhi 

Adhik XIV and XV (33-39 40) lefei to the kartrrtva of 
the £tva 1 e the question whether the soul is an agent 
Sfitras 33-39 clearly say that it is such But as, according 
to .Sankara s system, this cannot be the final view — the soul 
being essentially non-active and all action belonging to the 
world of upfidhis — he looks upon the next following Sfitra 
(40) as constituting an adhikara»a by itself and teaching 
that the soul is an agent when connected with the instru 
ments of action buddhi &c while it ceases to be so when 
dissociated from them just as the carpenter acts m both 
ways, 1 e just as the carpenter works as long as he wields 
his instruments and rests after having laid them aside — 
Rimfinu^a perhaps more naturally does not separate Sfitra 
40 fiom the preceding Sfitras but intei prets it as follows 
Activity is indeed an essential attribute of the soul but 
therefrom it does not follow that the soul is always actually 
active just as the carpentei even when furnished with the 
requisite instruments may eithei work 01 not woi k, just as 
he pleases 

Adhik XVI (41 4a) teaches that the soul in its activity 
is dependent on the Lord who impels it with a view to its 
former actions 

Adhik XVII (43-53) treats of the relation of the indivi 
dual soul to Brahman Sfitra 43 declares that the individual 
soul is a part (a»ja) of Brahman, and the following Sfitras 
show how that relation does not involve eithei that Brahman 
is affected by the imperfections, sufferings &c. of the souls 
or that one soul has to paitcipate in the expe tences of 
other sou s. The two commentators of course take ent re y 
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diflfeicnt views of the doctrine that the soul is i part of 
Brahman According to Ram unis, i the souls mt m leahty 
parts of Biahnaan 1 aceoiding to S mkaia the wi\& of 
the Sutra must be undci stood to mem amn n t, a patt 
as it wete the one umvetsU indivisible Biahman having 
no real parts but appealing to be divided owing to its 
limiting adjuncts — One Sutra ( r >o) tn this adhtkara/n 
calls for special notice According to ^anl ira the avoids 
Sbhusa eva mean (the soul is) a meie reflection 
which as the cornmcntatois jemai k is a stitement of the 
so called pratibirobavida i e the doctrine that the so called 
individual soul is nothing but the lcflection of the Self in 
the buddhi while Sutra 43 had piopounded the so called 
ava/Z/zedavada 1 c the doctrine that the soul is the highest 
Self in so fat as limited by its adjuncts — According to 
Ramanuja the dbhasa of the Sutra has to be taken m the 

1 Gi vasya Lai paramapmish&y'ittc.m ity ul tom loWm ktm 

paxasmiUl 'it}aat'ibhimri& uta param eva brahma bhrtntam utn, brahmaivo- 
padhj atln. bn.hm3mn iti s'vwjayjate ,yrativjpratipcittoj£ b'xms&y a/i 

Namz tadananyam flrambha? Tjabdftdibhya^ adhikaw* tu bhuhmrdu&d ity 
atru &yam artlio mrwitV/ Satyv;/ eva nfrn&U^katvwntmpratipftlt}^ 
kshipya j^va9ya brahma^/jatvopapadaneija vuebliato nnwiyate ‘SSlvad dhi 
^ vasya brahmi/«satv i iw na mmitaro ^Kasya bnhiaaao nanyatw^ 

brahmayras tasro&d adhxl atva/H kn na \ )atttish//iati Kj m tftvat pr&ptam 
Atynnlsnw bhmna iti Xuta// GV2&£?2'xu dv&v ity&dibhed&mr<Ujflt or 

nbkedajratayas tv agmna si»£ed Itivad viraddb&Tthapratip&d'm&d aupftyf&rihyaA 
Brahma«o mso ^tva ity api na s&dhiyaA ekavastvekadejav^i hy nmajabda.# 
"ivasya brabmaikadexatve tadgat£ dosbSl brahma bhoveyo^ Na £a brahma 
khuwfc ity aav-jatvopapatti^ kh&rafanknarhatvM brahan«a£ prfyrukla 
doshaprasnngl^ tasm&d atyantabhmnasy-i tadasvwatvaw durupap^dam 
Yadv& bhrintawi bmhmaiva gw&h Kuta^ lat tvam asi aym 3,tm& bnh 
mety&dabrabmS.tmabblLvopade^.t n&n&tmat?avB.dinyas tu pntyakahftdmddhftr 
th&uuvadnv&d anauyatbasiddh^dvaitopadejrapBr^blnA Jiutibhi^ pratyaksh&dajBLT 
kb, avidy&utcirgfltfL4 khyhpy&nte — Atlmvt brabmaivan&dyupdcJhyaW/^mrn?// 
KufctyS Tata eva brahmitmabh^vopade^t Na /&yaun upadlur 
bhT&Dtipaiikalpita ita vaktaw jakynw bandkamoksh{tdivya\asthifaanpapat££r 
Ity evavz pi&pte Mudhlyate Brahm&«ja ill Kuta£ N&n&vyapadetod 
anyatfifc ^aikatvena vyapad«ftd tibhayatbl, hi vyapadejo drcjyate N&nfcvya 
padeJas t&vat arasli^tvas^atva — myantnUamyarayatva — sarv^atvi 
^vlalva— .avgLdhtnatvapaiidbiiatya — juddhatviruddhatva — k-il} Steagu«SUc&rat 
vaviparitatva- — patitvaresha.tv£dibhir drrjyate Anyathft jtftbhedena vyapa 
dejo pi tat tvaai aai ayam ^.t\nS brahmstv Sdibbix drjjyate Api d^Lrakit^ 
v^ditvam apy adhiyate eke brahma d&si; brahma d&sfk brabnwme kitav& ity 
^*tharva^nk& brahtnawo d*LrakitavlLdi.tvai3!i. apy a dljlyptc tata-f /a ag va ^ vavySr 1 
pitrcna abhtdo vyapaduyntn ity arthaA Jimm abbmja-ryapadejajDukhya a 
id Th ye ^ o yun bmhin v/o msn y abhyaTagankrty^ 
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sense of hctvabhasa a fa'Iacious argument and the Sutra is 
explained as being directed against the reasoning of those 
Vedantins accoidmg to whom the soul is Brahman m sofai 
as limited by non real adjuncts 1 

PtDA IV 

Adhik I II III (1-4 j) teach that the pr&7*as (by 

which generic name are denoted the buddhindriyas karmen 
dnyas and the manas) spring from Biahman are eleven in 
number, and are of minute size (a«u) 

Adhik IV V VI {8 9-1 3 13) inform us also that the 

mukhya prawa 1 e the vital air is produced from Brahman , 
that it is a principle distinct from air in general and from 
the pr£«as discussed above and that it is minute (areu) 
Adhik VII and VIII (14-16 17-19) teach that the 
pt£«as are superintended and guided in their activity by 
special divinities, and that they are independent principles 
not meae modifications of the mukhya pratoa 

Adhik IX (30-34) declares that the evolution of names 
and forms (the n&raarupavy&karawa) is the work not of the 
individual soul, but of the Loid 


THIRD ADHYAYA 
Pada I 

Adhik I (1-7) teaches that the soul when passing out of 
the body at the time of death, lemains invested with the 
subtle material elements (bh&tasflkshma) which serve as an 
abode to the prfi»as attached to the soul 
Adhik II (8-1 1) shows that when the souls of those who 
had enjoyed the lewaid of their good works in the moon 
descend to the earth in order to undeigo a new embodi 
ment, there cleaves to them a remainder (anuraya) of their 


1 Naim bhi&atabrahma &de py avidj&kretop&dlubhed&d bllognvya 
vasthildaya upapftdynata ata fiba kbh&sa eva kz Akha«^ikarasaprakiramSl 
tratvaiftpasya syarlpatirodhinap^rvakopidhibhedoprpadanatietuT Abhisa eva 
poiya praiftratirod piak crcti prtg CYopstpidrtam. 

Abhtaft evcti tA p tathA Mti heUva ibhldU 
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founer deeds which determines the nature of the new 
embodiment 

Adhik III (ia-ai) discusser the fate after death of those 
whom their good works do not entitle to pass up to the 
moon 

Adhik IV V , VI (32 , 33 , 24-27) teach that the subtle 
bodies of the souls descending from the moon through the 
ether air &c, do not become identical with ether air &c 
but only like them that the entire descent occupies a short 
time only , and that when the souls finally enter into plants 
and so on, they do not participate in the life of the latter 
but are merely in external contact with them 


PAd t II 

Adhik I (1-6) tieats of the soul in the dreaming state 
According to .Sankara the three fiist Sutias discuss the 
question whether the creative activity ascribed to the soul 
in some scriptural passages pioduces things as real as those 
by which the waking soul is surrounded or not Sutra 3 
settles the point by declaring that the creations of the 
dreaming soul are mere 4 M 3 y& since they do not fully 
manifest the chaiacter of real objects Sfitra 4 adds that 
dreams although mere Miy&, yet ha\e a prophetic quality 
Sfitras 5 and 5 finally teply to the question why the soul, 
which after all is a part of the Lord and as such parti 
cipates in hts excellencies should not be able to produce in 
its dreams a leal creation, by the remark that the soul's 
knowledge and power are obscuied by its connexion with 
the gross body 

The considerably diverging intei pretation given of this 
adhikatawa by RcLmanuga has the advantage of more 
closely connecting the Sutias with each other According 
to him the question is not whether the creations of a dream 
are leal or not, but whether they are the work of the indi 
vidua! soul or of the Loid acting withm the soul Sfitras 
r mid a set forth the purvapaksha. The creations of dreams 
(arc the work of the individual soul) for thus Scripture 
declares the fol owers of some jSkhis declare the 
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soul to be) a creator,’ &c The third Sutra states the 
siddhinta view But the cieationa of dreams are Mayd, 
i e are of a wonderful nature (and as such cannot be 
effected by the individual soul), since (in this life) the nature 
(of the soul) is not fully manifested Concerning the word 
mdyft R&m&nqga remarks * mayarabdo hy fisv&aryav&fo 
^•anakajya kule ght& devam&yeva nirmitA ity&dishu tathi 
darranat The three remaining Sfitias are exhibited m 
the Sn bh&shya in a different older the fourth Sfitra 
according to Sankara, being the sixth according to R<tm& 
nu^a Sfitras 4 and 5 (accoiding to Ramfinu^a s numera 
tion) aie explained by Ramdnu^a very much m the same 
way as by Sankara but owing to the formers statement 
of the subject matter of the whole adhikarawa they connect 
themselves more intimately with the preceding Sfitras than 
is possible on Sankara s interpretation In Sfitra 6 (sfifeakar 
kk hi) Rimanug-a sees a deduction from the siddMnta of 
the adhikara»a, ‘ Because the images of a dream are pro 
duced by the highest Lord himself, therefore they have 
prophetic significance. 

Adhik II teaches that in the state of deep dreamless 
sleep the soul abides within Brahman in the heart 

Adhik III (9) expounds the reasons entitling us to 
assume that the soul awakening from sleep is the same 
that went to sleep — Adhik IV (9) explains the nature of 
a swoon 

Adhik V (11-fli) is, according to Sankajra taken up with 
the question as to the nature of the highest Brahman m 
which the individual soul is merged in the state of deep 
sleep Sfitra 11 declares that twofold characteristics (viz 
absence and presence of distinctive attributes mmreshatva 
and savueshatva) cannot belong to the highest Brahman 
even through its stations 1 e its limiting adjuncts, since 
all passages which aim at setting forth Brahmans natuie 
declare it to be destitute of all distinctive attributes — The 
fact, Sfitra 1% continues, that m many passages Brahman 
is spoken of as possessing distinctive attributes is of no 
relevancy since wherever there are mentioned limiting ad 
juncts on which a 1 distinction depends, it is specially stated 
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that Biahmn m itself is free from ill diversity mcl— Sutra 
13 adds — m some places the assumption of diversity is spe 
cially objected to — That Brahman is devoid of all form 
(Sutia 14) is the pre eminent meaning of ill Vedanta texts 
setting foith Biahmans nature — That Biahmar is icpre 
sented as having different forms as it were is due to its 
connexion with its (unreal) limiting idjuncts just as the 
light of the sun appeals straight or ciooked as it were, 
according to the nature of the things he illuminates (15) — 
The B«haddia«jaha expressly declares that Biahman is 
one uniform mass of intelligence (id) and the same is 
taught m other scrjptuial passages and m Smriti (17) —At 
the unreality of the apparent mamfoldness of the Self 
caused by the limiting adjuncts aim those scriptural 
passages in which the Self is compared to the sun which 
remains one although his reflections on the surface of the 
water are many (iB) — Nor must the objection be raised 
that that companson is unsuitable because the Self is not 
material like the sun and there are no real upddhis separate 
from it as the water is fiom the sun, for the companson 
merely means to indicate that as the reflected image of 
the sun participates in the changes increase deciease &c 
which the water undergoes while the sun himself remains 
unaffected thereby so the tine Self is not affected by the 
attributes of the upddhis while m so far as it is limited by 
the latter it is affected bj them as it were (19 so) — That 
the Self is withm the upadhis Scripture declaies (21) 

From the above explanation of this important adhikanuia 
the one given in the >Sri hh&shya differs totally According 
to RS.mdnug'a the adhikarawa raises the question whether 
the imperfections clinging to the individual soul (the dis 
cussion of which has now come to an end) affect also the 
highest Lord who according to Scripture, abides withm the 
soul as antary&min Notwithstanding the abode (of the 
highest Self withm the soul) (it is) not (affected by the soul's 
imperfections) because cveiywheie (the highest Self is repre 
sented) as having twofold characteiistics (viz being, on one 
hand free from nil evil apahatapApmair vgara vimwtyu 
&c and on the other hand endowed with all auspicious 
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qualities satyakama satyasawkalpa &c) (ij) -Should it 
be objected that just as the soul although essentially ftee 
from evil — according to the Pra^apativ&kya in the Khk n 
dogya — yet is liable to imperfections owing to its connexion 
with a variety of bodies so the antaiyarmn also is affected 
by abiding within bodies we deny this because m every 
section of the chapter refcrnng to the antaryimm (m the 
Brfhad&rajiyaka) he is expiessly called the Immortal the 
tuler within , which shows him to be fiee fiom the short 
comings of the glvz. (ia) — Some mpieover expressly assei t 
that although the Lord and the soul are within one body, 
the soul only is impel feet not the Loid (dvS. supaiMel sayu^S. 
sakhdya) {13) — Should it be said that accoiding to the 
A^dndogya, Brahman entered togethei with the souls into 
the elements previously to the evolution of names and 
forms and hence paiticipates m the latter thus becoming 
implicated in the sawisara we reply that Brahman, although 
connected with such and such forms is m itself de\ oid of foim 
since it is the principal element (agent , pradhana) in the 
bringing about of names and forms (according to akcLro ha 
vai n&marupayor nuvahitd ) (14) — But does not the pas 
sage satyawz jrraSnam anantam brahma teach that Brah 
man is nothing but light (intelligence) without any difference 
and does not the passage neti neti deny of it all qualities ? 
— As in order we reply not to deprive passages as the one 
quoted from the Taittniya of their puiport we admit that 
Biahman s nature is light so we must also admit that 
Biahman is satyasawikalpa and so on for if not the pas 
sages in which those qualities are asserted would become 
purpoitless (15) — Moreover the Taittn Jya passage only 
asserts so much, viz the praklfanipat& of Biahman, and 
does not deny other qualities (16) — And the passage neti 
neti will be discussed latei on — The ubhayalingatva of 
Biahman in the sense assigned above is asserted m many 
places of Srutt and Smrrti (17) — Because Brahman although 
abiding in many places is not touched by their imperfec 
tions the similes of the reflected sun of the ether limited 
by jars &c are applicable to it (18) — Should it be said 
that the 1 ustration is not an appropriate one bccai se the 
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sun is apprehended in the water enoneously onK while the 
antaiyamin really abides within alt things and therefore 
must be viewed as sharing their defects (19) , wc reply that 
what the simile means to negative is merely that Brahman 
should owing to its inherence m manv places paiticipate in 
the increase decrease, and so on, of its abodes On this 
view both similes are appiopnate {20) —Analogous similes 
we observe to be employed m ordinary life as when we 
compare a man to a lion {21) 

Sfltras 22-30 constitute according to Sankara a new 
adhikarawa (VI), whose object it is to show that the clause 
* not so not so (neti neti Bnhadar } negatives not Brah 
man itself but only the two forms of Brahman described in 
the preceding part of the chapter Sfitras 23-36 further 
dwell on Brahman being m reality devoid of all distinctive 
attributes which are altogether due to the upadhis The 
last four Sfitras return to the question how Brahman being 
one only the souls are in so many places spoken of as 
different from it and two explanatory hypotheses having 
been rejected the conclusion is arrived at that all difference 
is unreal due to fictitious limiting adjuncts 

Accoiding to Ramflnu^a, Sutras 32 ff continue the dis 
cussion started in Sutra x x How, the question is asked, can 
the ubhayahngatva of Brahman be maintained considering 
that the ' not so, not so of the B«" haddi a#yaka denies of 
Biahman all the previously mentioned modes (prakdra) so 
that it can only be called that which is (sanmatra) ? — The 
reply given in Sfitra 32 is that ‘not so, not so does not 
deny of Brahman the distinctive qualities or modes declared 
previously (for it would be senseless at first to teach them 
and finally to deny them again 1 ) but merely denies the 
prdkntaitivattva the previously stated limited nature of 
Biahman, 1 e it denies that Brahman possesses only the 
previously mentioned qualifications With this agrees, that 
subsequently to neti neti’ Scripture itself enunciates 
further qualifications of Brahman — That Brahman as stated 


1 All the mentioned modes of Brahman a re known from Scrpture only not 
from ordinary experience. If the lalier were the aac then and then only 
Scripture might at fmt refer to them amir&deaa, and finally negative them. 
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above is not the object of any other means of proof but Sciip 
tuie is confirmed m Sutra 23, Scripture declares Brahman 
to be the non manifest ’ — And the intuition (sAltshatkAia) 
of Brahman ensues only upon its sawiadhana 1 e upon its 
being perfectly pleased by the worshippei s devotion as 
Scriptuie and Smrzti declaic (24) — That th«s interpretation 
of * neti is the right one is likewise shown by the fact that in 
the same way as prakftra luminousness g/J&na. intelligence 
&c , so also the quality of being differentiated by the world 
(piapare^avuish/atcl) is intuited as non different 1 e as like- 
wise qualifying Brahman and that prakkra and so on 
characterise Brahman is known through repeated practice 
(on the pait of *"*shis like Vamadeva) m the work of 
sawzradhana mentioned before (25) — F01 all these reasons 
Brahman is connected with the infinite 1 e the infinite 
number of auspicious qualities for thus the twofold indica 
tions (ltnga) met with in Scnpture are fully justified (a 6) — 
In what relatior then, does the a /ad vastu 1 e the non 
sentient matter which, according to the B r hadirawyaka 
is one of the forms of Biahman stand to the latter ? — Non 
sentient beings might m the first place be viewed as special 
airangements (sa?«sthanavuresh^/z) of Brahman as the coils 
are of the body of the snake for Brahman is designated 
as both, i e sometimes as one with the world (Brahman is 
all this &c) sometimes as diffeient from it (Let me enter 
into those elements &c) (a?)— Or in the second place 
the relation of the two might be viewed as analogous to 
that of light and the luminous object which are two and 
yet one, both being fire (28) — Or, m the third place the 

I elation is like that stated befoie, 1 e the material world 
is like the individual souls (whose case was discussed 111 

II 3, 43) a part — &ms & — of Brahman (29 30) 

Adhik VII (31-37) explains how some metaphorical 
expressions seemingly implying that there is something 
different from Biahman, have to be truly undeistood 

Adhik VIII (38-41) teaches that the reward of works is 
not, as Gaimini opines, the independent result of the wotks 
acting through the so called aphrva, but is allotted b> the 
Lord 
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With the thud p&da of the second adhyaya a new 
section of the work begins whose task it is to describe 
how the individual soul is enabled by meditation on Biah 
man to obtain final release The first point to be dctci 
mined here is what constitutes a meditation on Biahman 
and, more particularly in what lelation those paits of 
the Upamshads stand to each other which enjoin identical 
or partly identical meditations The reader of the Upa 
nishads cannot fail to obseive that the texts of the different 
•rfkMs contain many chapters of similar, often nearly iden 
tical, contents and that in some cases the text of even one 
and the same jakh& exhibits the same matter m more 
or less varied forms The reason of this clearly is that 
the common stock of religious and philosophical ideas 
which weie in circulation at the time of the composition of 
the Upamshads found separate expression in the different 
priestly communities hence the same speculations legends, 
&c reappear m various places of the sacred Scriptures in 
more or less differing dress Originally when we may 
suppose the members of each Vedic school to have confined 
themselves to the study of their own sacred texts the fact 
that the texts of other schools contained chapters of similar 
contents would hardly appeal to call for special note or 
comment not any more than the circumstance that the 
sacrificial performances enjoined on the followers of some 
particular JcikM were found desenbed with greatei or 
smaller modifications in the books of other s&kh&3 also 
But already at a very early period, at any rate long befoie 
the composition of the Ved&nta sfitras in their present 
form, the Vedic theologians must have apprehended the 
truth that m whatever regards sacrificial acts one ^Akha may 
indeed safely follow its own texts, disregarding the texts 
of all other rakhfis , that, however, all texts which aim at 
throwing light on the nature of Brahman and the relation 
to it of the human soul must somehow or other be com 
brned into one consistent systematical whole equally valid 
for the followers of all Vedic schools Tor as we have had 
occasion to remark above while acts n ay be pcrformec 
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by different individuals in different ways cognition is de- 
fined by the nature of the object cognised, and hence can 
be one only unless it ceases to be true cognition Hence 
the attempts on the one hand, of discarding by skilful 
interpretation all contradictions met with in the sacred 
text, and on the other hand, of showing what sections of 
the different Upamshads have to be viewed as teaching the 
same matter, and therefore must be combined in one medi 
tation The latter is the special task of the present pflda 
Adhik I and II (1-4 5) are concerned with the question 
whether those vidyas which are met with in identical or 
similar foim in more than one sacred text are to be con 
sidered as constituting several vidyfts, or one vidy4 only 
•Sankara remarks that the question affects only those vidyfts 
whose object is the qualified Brahman for the knowledge 
of the non qualified Brahman which is of an absolutely 
uniform nature can of course be one only whetever it is 
set forth But things lie differently in those cases where 
the object of knowledge is the sagimam brahma or some 
outwaid manifestation of Brahman for the qualities as 
well as manifestations of Brahman are many Anticipating 
the subject of a later adhikarawa we may take for an 
example the so called S 3 .«^lyavidy£ which is met with in 
Kh Up III 14 again — m an abndged form — m B n Up 
V, 6, and, moieover, in the tenth book of the 5 atapatha- 
bi&hmana (X 6 3) The three passages enjoin a medita 
tion on Brahman as possessing certain attributes, some of 
which are specified m all the three texts (as for instance, 
manomayatva, bhftrfipatva), while others are peculiar to 
each sepaiate passage (prilrearanratva and satyasawkalpatva, 
foi instance, being mentioned in the .Oandogya Upamshad 
and Satapitha brfthmawa but not in the Bnhadfbrawyaka 
Upamshad which on its pait specifies sarvavajitva, not 
refei red to in the two other texts) Here, then, there is room 
for a doubt whether the thiee passages refer to one object 
of knowledge or not To the devout Vedftntin the question 
is not a puiely theoietical one but of immediate practical 
interest For if the three texts are to be held apart, there are 
three different meditations to be gone through if on the 
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other hand the vidyd is one only all the diffcicnt qualities 
of Brahman mentioned in the three passages have to be 
combined into one meditation — The decision is here, as m 
all similar cases in favom of the latter alternative. A 
careful examination of the three passages shows that the 
object of meditation is one onl> , hence the meditation also 
is one only comprehending all the attributes mentioned in 
the three texts 

Adhik III (6-8) discusses the case of vidy&s being really 
separate although apparently identical The examples 
selected are the udgithavidy&s of the A^&ndogya Upamshad 
( 1 , 1-3) and the Brfhad4ra«yaka Upamshad (I, 3) which 
although showing certain similarities — such as bearing the 
same name and the udgitha being m both identified with 
pr 3 *a — yet are to be held apart, because the subject of the 
ATA&ndogya vidyfi is not the whole udgitha but only the 
sacred syllable Om while the Brihadcirauyaka Upamshad 
represents the whole udgitha as the object of meditation 

Sfitra 9 constitutes m -Sahkara’s view a new adhikarawa 
(IV), proving that in the passage ‘Let a man meditate 
{Kk Up I x x), the Owkara and the udgitha stand in the 
relation of one specifying the other the meaning being 
Let a man meditate on that 0 »?k&ra which &c — Ac 
coidmg to R^mami^a s interpretation, which seems to fall 
m more satisfactorily with the foim and the wording of the 
Sfctra, the latter merely furnishes an additional argument 
for the conclusion arrived at in the preceding adhikara«a — 
Adhik V (10) determines the unity of the so-called prA/ia 
vidyis and the consequent comprehension of the different 
qualities of the pr&#a, which are mentioned m the different 
texts, within one meditation 

Adhik VI comprises according to -Sankara, the Sfitras 
11-19 The point to be settled is whether in all ‘he medi- 
tations on Brahman all its qualities are to be included or 
only those mentioned in the special vidyd The decision 
is that the essential and unalterable attributes of Brahman, 
such as bliss and knowledge, are to be taken into account 
everywhere, while those which admit of a more or less (as 
for instance the attribute of having joy for its head men 
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tioned in the Taitt Up ) aie confined to special medita 
tions — Adhik VII (14 15) accoidmg to .Sankara aims at 
proving that the object of Ka/yfca Up III 10 11 is one 
only viz to show that the highest Self is highei than 
eveivthing so that the passage constitutes one vidyG only 
— Adhik VIII (16 17) deteimmes according to .S^inkaia, 
that the Self spoken of m Ait Ar II 4 1 1 is not a lower 
form of the Self (the so called sutiatman) but the highest 
Self the discussion of that point in this place being due to 
the wish to prove that the attributes of the highest Self 
have to be compiehended m the Aitareyaka meditation 
According to RGmGmi/a the Sutras 11-17 constitute a 
single adhikara#a whose subject is the same as that of 
.Sankara s sixth -idhikara«a SGtras ir-13 are, on the 
whole explained as by 5 ankara , Sutra 12 however is 
said to mean, Such attributes as having joy for its head 
&c are not to be viewed as qualities of Brahman and 
theiefore not to be included in every meditation foi if 
they weie admitted as qualities difference would be intro- 
duced into Brahman s nature and that would involve a 
more 01 ’ess on Biahmans part SGtras 14-17 continue 
the discussion of the passage about the priyanrastva — If 
pri yajirastva &c ai e not to be viewed as real qualities of 
Brahman, foi what purpose does the text mention them ? — 
Because, Sfitra 14 replies there is no other purpose 
Scripture mentions them for the purpose of pious medita 
tion ' — But how is it known that the Self of delight is the 
highest Self? (owing to which you maintain that having 
limbs head &c. cannot belong to it as attributes ) — Be- 
cause, SGtra 15 leplies the term* Self (itma Gnandamaya) 
is applied to it — But in the previous parts of the chapter 
the term Self (m GtmG pra«amaya &c ) is applied to non 
Selfs also , how then do you know that in GtmG Gnanda 
maya it denotes the real Self?— The term Self SGtra id 
replies ‘ is employed here to denote the highest Self as m 
many other passages (atmG vG idam eka, &c ) as we con 
elude from the subsequent passage viz he wished May I 
be y But an objection is raised does not the c n 
text show that the term Self which 11a the preceding 
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clauses about the pr&vamaja fLc denoted something other 
than the Self does the same m inandamaya at man and 
is not the context of greater weight than a subsequent 
passage?— To this question asked m the former half of 17 
(anvny&d iti keX) the latter half replies < Still it denotes the 
Self owing to the affirmatora statement i e. the fact of the 
highest Self haung been affirmed in a previous passage 
also viz II i ‘ From that Self sprang ether 

Adhik IX (18) discusses a minoi point connected with 
the prfittasawxvfida — The subject of Adhik X {19) has 
been indicated already above under Adhik I — Adhik XI 
(30-22) treats of a case of a contrary natuie in B« Up 
V,5, Btahman is reptescnted first as abiding m the sphere of 
the sun and then as abiding within the eye , we therefore 
in spite of certain counter indications have to do with two 
separate vid>as — Adhik XII (33) refers to a similar case , 
certain attributes of Brahman mentioned m the Rawaja 
niya khila have not to be introduced into the corresponding 
JTy&clndogya vidyA because the stated difference of Brah 
mans abode involves diffeience of \JdyfL — Adhik XIII 
(24) treats of another instance of two vidyfts having to be 
he’d apart 

Adhik XIV (35) decides that certain detached mantras 
and brihmawa passages met with m the beginning of some 
Upamshads — as for instance a br&hmawa about the mah& 
vrata ceiemony at the beginning of the Aitareya £ra«yaka 
— do notwithstanding their position which seems to connect 
them with the brahmavidy&, not belong to the latter since 
they show unmistakable signs of being connected with 
sacrificial acts 

Adhik XV (a6) treats of the passages stating that the 
man dying in the possession of true knowledge shakes off 
all his good and evil deeds and affirms that a statement 
made in some of those passages only, to the effect that the 
good and evil deeds pass over to the friends and enemies 
of the deceased, is valid for all the passages 

Sutras 27-30 constitute, according to .Sankara, two adhi 
kanuxas of which the former (XVI 27 38 decides that the 
shaking off of the good and evi deeds takes place not as 
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the Kaush Up states, on the road to Brahman’s world — 
but at the moment of the soul s departure from the body , 
the Kaushltaki statement is therefore not to be taken 
literally — The latter adhikarawa (XVII 29, 30) treats of 
the cognate question whether the soul that has freed itself 
fiom its deeds proceeds in all cases on the road of the gods 
(as said m the Kaush Up ) or not The decision is that he 
only whose knowledge does not pass beyond the sagunam 
biahma proceeds on that load while the soul of him who 
knows the nuguwam brahma becomes oner with it without 
moving to any othei place 

The Sii bhashya treats the four Sutias as one adhikarawa 
whose two first Sutras are explained as by Sankara while 
Sutra 29 raises an obiection to the conclusion arrived at 
the going (of the soul on the path of the gods) has a sense 
only if the soul s freeing itself from its works takes place 
in both ways 1 e partly at the moment of death, partly on 
the load to Biahman , for otherwise theie would be a con- 
tradiction (the contradiction being that if the soul s works 
were all shaken off at the moment of death the subtle body 
would likewise perish at that moment and then the bodi 
less soul would be unable to proceed on the path of the 
gods) — To this Sutra 30 replies The complete shaking off 
of the works at the moment of death is possible, since 
matters of that kind are observed m Scripture 1 e since 
scriptural passages show that e\ en he whose works are 
entirely annihilated and who has manifested himself in his 
true shape is yet connected with some kind of body com 
pare the passage para m ^yotn upasampadya svena rupe 
ftabhinishpadyate sa tatra paryeti krusfan ramamanaA sa 
svaic id bhavati tasya sarveshu lokeshu kama&aro bhavati ’ 
That subtle body is not due to kaiman, but to the soul s 
vidy&raihatmya — That the explanation of the Sri-bh&shya 
agrees with the text as well as .Sankara s a comparison of 
the two will show , especially forced is .Sankara s explana 
tion of ‘ aithavattvacn ubhayathi which is said to mean 
that there is arthavattva in one case, and non arthavattva 
in the other case 

The next Sfitra 31) const tutes an ad 
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deciding that the road of the gods is followed not only by 
those knowing the vidj-as which specially mention the 
going on that road but by all who arc acquainted with the 
saguwa vidyis of Biahman — The explanation ^ivcn m the 
.Sri bhashya (in which Sutras 31 and 33 have exchanged 
places) is similar with the difference however that all who 
meditate on Biahman — without any lefeience to he dts 
tinction of mrguwa and sagu?;a — pioceed after death on the 
load of the gods (The £nbhish>i reads sane, sham 
1 e all woishippeis, not sarvisim all sagu/za udj as ) 
Adhik. XIX (32) dtetdes that although the geneial effect 
of tiue knowledge is lelease fiom all iorms of body vet 
even such beings as have leached peifect knowledge may 
letam a body for the purpose of discharging ceitain offices 
— In the Sri bhashya, where the SCitra follows immediately 
on Sutra 30 the adhikaia«a determines in close connexion 
with 30, that although those who know Brahman as a rule 
divest themselves of the gross body — theie remaining only 
a subtle body which enables them to move — and no longei 
experience pleasuic and pain yet certain bungs, although 
having reached the cognition of Brahman, icmain invested 
with a gioss body and hence liable to pleasure and pain 
until they have fully pei formed certain duties 

Adhik XX (33) teaches that the negative attributes of 
Brahman mentioned in some vidyis — such as its being not 
gross, not subtle &c — are to be included in all meditations 
on Biahman — Adhik XXI (34) detei mines that K£//^a Up 
III, 1 and Mu Up III, 1 constitute one vidyi only because 
both passages refer to the highest Brahman According 
to Riminug-a the Sutra contains a reply to an objection 
raised against the conclusion anived at m the preceding 
Sutra — Adhik XXII (35 36) maintains that the two 
passages, Bn Up III, 4 and Hi 5 constitute one vidya 
only the object of knowledge being in both cases Brahman 
viewed as the inner Self of all — Adhik XXIII (37) on the 
contrary decides that the passage Ait Ai II 3 4, 6 con 
stitutes not one but two meditations — Adhil XXIV (38) 
again determines that the vidyi of the True contained in 
B ru Up V 4 5 is one on y According to RimiougB, 
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SCltras 35-38 constitute one adhikararaa only whose subject 
is the same as that of XXII accoidmg to .Sankara 

Adhik XXV (39) pioves that the passages Kk Up 
VIII 1 and Brt Up IV 4 22 cannot constitute one vidy a 
since the formei refers to Biahman as possessing qualities 
while the latter is concerned with Brahman as destitute of 
qualities — Adhik XXVI (40 41) treats accoidmg to San 
kaia of a minor question connected with Kh Up V 11 ff 
— According to the 5 n bhishya Sfitias 39-41 foim one 
adhikarana whose fust Sutra reaches essentially the same 
conclusion as .Sankaia under 39 Sutras 40, 41 theieupon 
discuss a general question concerning the meditations on 
Biahman The qualities an opponent is supposed to re 
mark which m the two passages discussed are predicated of 
Biahman — such as vajitva satyakamatva &c— cannot be 
consideied real (p 5 .iam 5 rthika), since other passages (saesha 
neti nett, and the like) declare Biahman to be devoid of all 
qualities Hence those qualities cannot be admitted into 
meditations whose purpose is final lelease — To this objec 
tion Sutra 40 replies, (Those qualities) are not to be left out 
(from the meditations on Brahman) since (in the passages 
under discussion as u ell as in other passages) they are stated 
with emphasis 1 — But another objection is raised Scrip 
ture says that he who meditates on Brahman as satyakama, 
&c obtains a n eie perishable rewaid viz the woild of the 
fathers and similar Jesuits specified in Kk Up VIII a, 
hence he who is desirous of final lelease must not include 
those qualities of Brahman in his meditation — To this ob 
jection Sutra 41 leplies Because that (i e the free loaming 
in all the woilds the world of the fathers &c.) is stated as 
proceeding theiefrom (1 e the approach to Biahman winch 
is final release) in the case of (the soul) which has approached 
Brahman, (thciefoie a person desirous of release, may 
include satyakamatva &.c in his meditations ) 

1 has here some tiong lemaxks on the improbability of qualities 

emphatically attributed to Brahman in more thin one passage having to be set 
aside m any meditation Na m&t&pit^sahasrebhyo pt vatsaktanuw 
$&5tra/» pral&ralcavad ap&rarn&rthikan nirasinJyau gnwau pram&i&utar&pratl 
p 'mnan idareMapaduya aajMsSrajEakr parivartanena pflxvam eva ham.bhjc.rn.ya- 
m&n&Q mnmnksbfln hiljo p h ram ay turn alam 
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Adhik XXVII (42) decides that those meditations which 
are connected with certain matters forming constituent parts 
of sacrificial actions are not to be considered as perma 
nently requisite parts of the latter — Adhtk XXVIII (43) 
teaches that in iBn Up passage and a similar Kh Up 
passage Vayu and Pr&wa are not to be identified but to be 
held apart —Adhik XXIX (44-52) decides that the fire- 
altars made of mind &c , which are mentioned in the Agm 
rahasya, do not constitute parts of the sacrificial action 
(so that the mental &c construction of the altar could 
optionally be substituted foi the actual one) but merely 
subjects of meditations 

Adhik XXX (53 54) ti eats, according to Sankara m the 
way of digression, of the question whether to the Self an 
existence independent of the body can be assigned, or not 
(as the Materialists maintain) — According to the .Sr! bhl 
shya the adhikara»a does not refer to this wide question, 
but is concerned with a point more immediately connected 
with the meditations on Brahman viz- the question as to 
the form under which, in those meditations the Self of the 
meditating devotee has to be viewed The two Sfitras 
then have to be tr a nslated as follows ‘Some (maintain 
that the soul of the devotee has, in meditations, to be 
viewed as possessing those attributes only which belong to 
it m its embodied state such as gntiritwa. and the like) 
because the Self is (at the time of meditation) m the body ’ 
— The next Sfitra rejects this view, 4 This is not so, but the 
separatedness (1 e the pme isolated state in which the Self 
is at the time of final release when it is freed from all evil, 
&c ) (is to be transfeired to the meditating Self) because 
that will be 1 the state (of the Self in the condition of final 
release) 

Adhik XXXI (55, 56) decides that meditations connected 
with constituent elements of the sacnfice, such as the 
udgitha, are- m spite of difference of svara in the udgitha 
&C., valid, not only for that .r&khet in which the medita 
tion actually is met with but for all .i&lch&s — Adhik 

The bhithya u well u s era*! other co Unet reads ladbbtam 
bhlrurlt Tor Sttikm s Udbb&TibhftTitrtL 



IN TP ODUCTION 


lxxv 


XXXII (57) decides that the Vauv&nara Agni of Kh Up 
V, 11 ff is to be meditated upon as a whole not in his 
single parts— Adhik XXXIII {58} teaches that those 
meditations which refei to one subject but as distinguished 
by different qualities, have to be held apart as different 
meditations Thus the daharavidy&, 5 &?^ilyavidy& &c 
remain separate. 

Adhik XXXIV (59) teaches that those meditations on 
Biahman for which the texts assign one and the same fruit 
are optional there being no reason for their being cumu 
] a ted — Adhik XXXV (60) decides that those meditations 
on the other hand, which refer to special wishes may be 
cumulated or optionally employed according to choice — 
Adhik XXXVI (61-66) extends this conclusion to the 
meditations connected with constituent elements of action, 
such as the udgitha 


PAda IV 

Adhik I (1—17) proves that the knowledge of Biahman 
is not kratvartha, 1 c subordinate to action, but indepen 

dept Adhik II (18-20) confirms this conclusion by show 

ing that the state of the pravra^ins is enjoined by the 
sacred law and that for them vidya only is prescribed, 
not action — Adhik III (21, 22) decides that certain clauses 
forming part of vidyls are not mere stutis (arthav&das),but 
themselves enjoin the meditation — The legends recorded 
in the Vedanta-texts are not to be used as subordinate 
members of acts but have the purpose of glorifying— as 
arthavcldas — the injunctions with which they are connected 
(Adhik IV, 23, 24) —For all these reasons the firdhvare- 
tasaA require no actions but only knowledge (Adhik V, 
25) — Nevertheless the actions enjoined by Scripture such 
as sacrifices conduct of ceitam kinds, &c are required as 
conducive to the rise of vidyd in the mind (Adhik VI, 26, 
27) — Certain relaxations, allowed by Scripture, of the law 
regarding food are meant only for cases of extreme need 
(Adhik VII, 28-31) —The arramakarm&m are obligatory 
on h m also who does not strive after mukt (Adhik VTII 
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32-35) — Those also who owing to poverty and so on, are 
an&rrama have claims to vidy& (Adhil IX 36-39) — An 
flrdhvaretas cannot levoke his vow (Adhtk X, 40) — Ex 
pntion of the fall of an urdftv ai etas (Adhik XI, 41, 42) — 
Exclusion of the fallen urdhvaretas m certain cases (Adhik 
XII, 43) — Those meditations which are connected with 
subordinate members of the sacnfice are the business of 
the priest, not of the ya^arrana (Adluk XIII 44-46) — 
Bn Up III 5 1 enjoins mauna as a thud in addition to 
balya and p&nahtya (Adhik XIV 47-49) — By Mlya is to 
be undeistood a childlike innocent state of mind (Adhik 
XV O o) 

Sfttras 0 i and 52 discuss according to R&m&nug-a, the 
question when the \ndya, which is the result of the means 
described m III 4 arises Sfttra 31 treats of that vid>& 
whose result is mere exaltation (abhyudaya) and states 
that 1 it takes place m the present life if there is not 
present an obstacle n the form of a prabalakarm&ntara (in 
which latter case the vidyd arises later only), on account of 
Scripture declaring this (in vauous passages) — Sutra 52 
‘Thus there is also absence of a definite rule as to (the 
time of origination of) that knowledge whose fruit is release, 
it being averred concerning that one also that it is m the 
same condition (1 e of sometimes Having an obstacle some 
times not) — iankaia who tieats the two Sfttras as two 
adhikaranas agiees as to the explanation of 51 while, 
putting a somewhat foiced interpretation on 3a, he makes 
it out to mean that a more or less is possible only in the 
case of the sagu«a vidy&s 

FOURTH ADHYAYA 
Pada I 

Adhikara«a I (1, a) —The meditation on the Atman 
enjoined by Scripture is not an act to be accomplished once 
only, but is to be repeated again and again 

Adhik II (3) — The devotee engaged m meditation or 
Brahman is to view it as constituting his own Self 
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Adhik III (4) — To the lule laid down in the preceding 
adhikara«a the so-called pratikopasanas 1 e those medita 
tions in which Brahman is viewed under a symbol or out- 
waid manifestation (as for instance mano brahmety upAsita) 
constitute an exception 1 e the devotee is not to considei 
the pratika as constituting his own Self 

Adhik IV (5) — In the pratil opasanas the pratika is to 
be meditatively viewed as being one with Brahman, not 
Brahman as being one with the pratika — Ramanuja takes 
SCltra 5 as simply giving a reason for the decision arrived 
at under SGtia 4 and therefore as not constituting a new 
adhikaiawa 

Adhik V (6) — In meditations connected with constitu 
tives of sacrificial works (as foi instance ya evctsau tapati 
tam udgitham upasita) the idea of the divinity &c is to be 
transferred to the sacrificial item not vice versa In the 
example quoted for instance theudgitha is to be viewed as 
Aditya not “\ditya as the udgitha 

Adhik VI (7-10) — The devotee is to carry on his medi 
tations in a sitting posture — Sankai a maintains that this 
lule does not applj to those meditations whose result is 
sawtyagdarrana but the SCltra gives no hint to that effect 
Adhik VII (11) — Themeditationsmaybecarnedonatany 
time and in any place favourable to concentration of mind 
Adhik VIII (12) — The meditations aie to be continued 
until death — Sankara again maintains that those medita 
tions which lead to sajayagdarxana are excepted 

Adhik IX (13) — When through those meditations the 
knowledge of Biahman has been reached the vidv&n is no 
longei affected by the consequences of either past or future 
evil deeds. 

Adhik X (14) — Good deeds likewise lose their efficiency 
— The literal translation of the Siitra is There is likewise 
non attachment (to the vidvan) of the other (1 e of the 
deeds othei than the evil ones 1 e of good deeds) but on 
the fall (of the body 1 e when death takes place) The 
last words of the SCltra but on the f all are separated by 
Sankara from the preced ng part of the Siitra and interpreted, 
to mean when death takes place there results mulct of 
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the vidvin who through his knowledge has freed himself 
from the bonds of works) — According to Rifniclni^'a the 
whole Sfttra simply means, Theie is lil ewise non attach 
ment of good deeds (not at once when knowledge is 
leached), but on the death of the vidvAn 1 

Adhik XI (13) — The non opeiation of woiks stated m 
the two pieceding adhikaraiias holds good only m the case 
of anarabdhak&rya works i e those works which have not 
yet begun to pioduce their effects while it does not extend 
to the arabdhakarya works on which the present existence of 
the devotee depends 

Adhik XII (16 1 7) — From the rule enunciated in Adhik 
X are excepted such sacrificial performances as aie enjoined 
permanently (mtya) so for instance, the agmhotra for 
they promote the origination of knowledge 

Adhik XIII (18) — The origination of knowledge is 
promoted also by such saciificial works as are not accom 
panted with the knowledge of the updsanas refeiring to the 
different members of those works 

Adhik XIV (19) — The arabdhakarya works have to be 
worked out fully by the fruition of their effects , whereupon 
the vidv&n becomes united with Brahman — The bhoga 
of the Stitra is according to Sankara restricted to the 
present existence of the devotee since the complete know 
ledge obtained by him destioys the nescience which other 
wise would lead to future embodiments According to 
R£m£nM i g"a a numbei of embodied existences may have to 
be gone through before the effects of the aiabdhak&rya 
works are exhausted 


Pada II 

This and the two remaining p&das of the fourth adhy&ya 
describe the fate of the vidv&n after death According to 
Sankara we have to distinguish the vidvAn who possesses 
the highest knowledge viz that he is one with the highest 

1 Nona vidusho pi setikartavyaJftkopftsftnantrvnttays vrab/yannidiphalft 
nishfftny eva kathaiw teshfrm vuodhSd vin&ia u/fcyate Tatrbha pftte tv lti 
Aitnpite tu tesbitw vin&nui Jattrap&lftd Urdhvjuw tu vidyinngTutadnshfti 
phaftni mknt&ni niuyaiHily arlba/t. 
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Brahman and the vidv&n who knows only the lower Brah 
man, and have to refer certain Sfltras to the former and 
others to the latter According to R&m&nq^a the vidvan 
is one only 

Adhik I, II, III (1-6). — On the death of the vidv&n (i e 
of him who possesses the lower knowledge according to 
.Sankara) his senses are merged in the manas the manas in 
the chief vital air (pr«l»a), the vital air m the individual 
soul (giva), the soul in the subtle elements— Accoi ding to 
Raminu^a the combination (sampatti) of the senses with 
the manas, &c is a mere conjunction (sawyoga), not a 
merging (laya) 

Adhik IV (7) — The vidv&n (1 e according to .Sankaia 
he who possesses the lower knowledge) and the avidv&n 
i e he who does not possess any knowledge of Brahman 
pass through the same stages (1 e those described hitherto; 
up to the entrance of the soul together with the subtle 
elements and so on into the n&dls — The vidvin also 
remains connected with the subtle elements because he has 
not yet completely destroyed avidy£, so that the immor 
tality which Scripture ascribes to him (amritatvaw hi vidv&n 
abhyamute) is only a relative one — RctmAnu^a quotes the 
following tex!t regaiding the immortality of the vidvctn 

' Yadet sarve pramu^yante kamS. ye sya hrtdi sthitA /5 
atha martyo-ranto bhavaty atra brahma samamute, 
and expl uns that the immortahty which is here ascribed to 
the vidvein as soon as he abandons all desires can only 
mean the destruction — mentioned in the preceding p&da — 
of all the effects of good and evil works while the 1 reaching 
of Brahman can only refer to the intuition of Brahman 
vouchsafed to the meditating devotee 

Adhik. V (8-1 1) raises according to .Sankaia, the ques 
tion whethei the subtle elements of which Scripture says 
that they are combined with the highest deity (tegaJi 
parasy&w devat*lydm) are completely merged in the latter 
or not The answer is that a complete absorption of the 
elements takes place only when final emancipation is 
reached that, on the othei hand as long as the samsaia 
state asts the e cmcnts a though somehow combined with 
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Brahman lemam distinct so as to be able to form new 
bodies foi the soul 

According to R^manu^a the Sutras 8 u do not con 
stitute a new adhikara#a but continue the discussion of 
the point mooted in 7 The immortality there spoken of 
docs not imply the separation of the soul from the body 

because Scripture declares sa?«s4ra 1 e embodiedness up 
to the reaching of Brahman (tasya tavad eva £ira m y&van 
na vtmokshye atna sampatsye) (8) — That the soul after 
having departed from the gross body is not disconnected 
from the subtle elements is also proved heieby, that the 
subtle body accompanies it as is obseived from authority 1 
(9) — Hence the immortality referred to m the scriptural 
passage quoted is not effected by means of the total 
destruction of the bod) (10) 

Adhilc VI (12-14) is of special importance — According 
to .Sankara the Sfltias now turn from the discussion of the 
depaiture of him who possesses the lower knowledge onl) to 
the consideration of what becomes of him who has reached 
the higher knowledge So far it has been taught that m the 
case of relative immortality (ensuing on the apart vid>5.) 
the subtle elements together with the senses and so on 
depart fiom the body of the dying devotee , this implies at 
the same time that they do not depart from the body of 
the dying sage who knows himself to be one with Brahman 
— Against this latter lmp’ied doctnne Sutra 12 is supposed 
to formulate an objection ‘ If it be said that the departure 
of the pr&»as from the body of the dying sage is denied 
(viz in B rt Up IV 4, 5 na tasya p rhtt utki&manti of him 
the prilwas do not pass out) , we reply tnat in that passage 
the genitive tasya’ has the sense of the ablative' tasmftt, 
so that the sense of the passage is 'from him 1 e from the 
^iva of the dying sage, the pra«as do not depart but 
remain with it — This objection Sankara supposes to be 
disposed of in Sutra 13 * By some there is given a clear 

denial of the departure of the pra«as m the case of the 

1 Upalabhyate hi devaj&nena panthit ga-JMato vidns’aas tam pratibrftyat 
satyam biflyftd iti£andramas& Rajwvhdava&mena ianrasadbhitva/5 sftkshma 
utriram Qjtovutile 
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dying sage viz in the passage Bn Up III a u, where 
Yct^avilkya instructs Artabh&ga that when this man dies 
the pra/zas do not depart from it (asmSt the context 
showing that asnat means from it, viz from the body 
and not from him viz the .g'lva) — The same view is 
moreover confiimed by Snmti passages 

According to Riminu^a the three Sutras forming San 
kara s sixth adhtkarawa do not constitute a new adhikarazra 
at all and moreover have to be combined into two SiUras 
The topic continuing to be discussed is the utkr 4 nti of the 
vidvSn If Sfrtra la says the utkrinti of the pi k/ias is not 
admitted, on the ground of the denial supposed to be 
contained m B n Up IV, 4 5 , the reply is that the sense 
of the tasya there is ‘ .f&rliclt (so that the passage means, 
from him, 1 e the ^iva, the pri/zas do not depart’) foi 
this is clearly shown by the reading of some viz the 
M&dhyandmas who m their text of the passage do not 
lead ‘tasya but ‘tasmat — With reference to the instruc 
tion given by Y ayp'zavalkya to Artabhaga it is to be 
remarked that nothing there shows the ayam purusha to 
be the sage who knows brahman — And finally there are 
Smrzti passages declaring that the sage also when dying 
depaits from the body 

Adhik VII and VIII (13 16) teach according to .Sankara, 
that on the death of him who possesses the higher know 
ledge, his pr&was, elements, &c are merged 111 Brahman, so 
as to be no longer distinct from it in any way 

According to R&mdnu^a the two Sutias continue the 
teaching about the pri«as bhutas &c of the vidv&n in 
general and declare that they are finally merged in Brah 
man not merely m the way of conjunction (samyoga), but 
completely 1 

Adhik IX (17) — .Sankara here returns to the owner of 
the apargt vidyS. while Rimanu^a continues the description 
of the utkrcinti of his vidv&n — The giva. of the dying man 


i “When the ^iva has passed out of the body and ascends to the world of 
Brahman, it remains enveloped by the subtle body until st reaches the nver 
VitfariL There t di ejta itself o he fubtJe body and be la ter Is merged m 
Brahman, 
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passes into the heart and thence departs out of the body by 
means of the v&dis the vid\ an by means of the n&/i called 
sushumnd the avid* an by means of some other narfi 

Adhil X (x8 19) — The departing soul passes up to the 
sun by means of a ray of light which exists it night as well 
as during day 

Adhik XI (20 21) — Also that vidian who dies during 
the dakshwdyana reaches Brahman 

Pada III 

Adhik I II, III (1—3) reconcile the different accounts 
given in the Upanishads as to the stations of the way which 
leads the vidvdn up to Brahman 
Adhik IV (4-6) — By the stations we have, however, to 
understand not only the subdivisions of the way but also 
the divine beings which lead the soul on 

The remaining part of the pada is by .Sankara divided 
into two adhikarawas Of these the formei one {7-14) 
teaches that the Brahman to which the departed soul is led 
by the guardians of the path of the gods is not the highest 
Brahman, but the effected (kdrya) or qualified (sagu«a) 
Brahman This is the opinion propounded in Sfltras 7-1 1 by 
B&dan and finally, accepted by .Sankara in his commentary 
on SCitra 14 In S&tras 12-14 Gaimim defends the opposite 
view according to which the soul of tlie vidv&n goes to the 
highest Brahman, not to the k£ryam brahma But Cai- 
mirus view, although set forth in the latter part of^the 
adhikarawa, is, according to .Sankara, a meie purvapaksha, 
while Bddari s opinion represents the siddhdnta — The 
latter of the two adhikaranas (VI of the whole pdda 15, r6) 
records the opinion of B&dar&yawa on a collateral question, 
viz whether, or not, all those who worship the effected Biah 
man are led to it The decision is that those only are 
guided to Brahman who have not worshipped it under a 
pratlka form 

According to Ramanuja, Sdtias 7-1 6 form one adhtkara#a 
only m which the views of B&dan and of Ca mini represent 
two purvapakshas while B&dar&yanas opinion is adopted 
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as the siddhanta The question is whether the guardians 
of the path lead to Brahman only those who worship the 
effected Brahman i e Hirawyagarbha or those who worship 
the highest Brahman or those who worship the individual 
soul as free fiom Prakroti and having Brahman for its Self 
(ye pratyagitm&naw prakrztiviyukta*w brahraitmakatn upa 
sate) — The first view is maintained by Bidan m Sutra 7 
The guardians lead to Brahman those who worship the 
effected Brahman because going is possible towards the 
latter only for no movement can take place towards the 
highest and as such omnipresent Brahman — The explana 
tion of Sfltra 9 is similar to that of Sankara but more clearly 
replies to the objection (that if Hira«yagarbha were meant 
in the passage 'purusho manava& sa etan brahma gama 
yati the text would read sa etan brahma#am gamayati ) 
that Hira#yagarbha is called Brahman on account of his 
nearness to Brahman le on account of his prathama^atva — 
The explanation of 10 11 is essentially the same as in 3 an 
kara so also of 14-14 — The siddh&nta view is established 
in Shtra 13 It is the opinion of Badaraya«a that it,i e the 
ga«a of the guaidians, leads to Brahman those who do not 
take their stand on what is pratika, 1 e those who woiship 
the highest Brahman, and those who meditate on the mdi 
vidual Self els dissociated from prakrzti and having Brahman 
for its Self but not those who woiship Brahman under 
pratikas For both views — that of Camuni as well as that 
of Badari — axe faulty The karya view contradicts such 
passages as asmi^ khaxir&t samutthaya paraiw ^yotn upa 
sampadya, &c the para view, such passages as that in the 
paw^igai vidyi which declares that ya itthaw* vidu/z 1 e 
those who know the pa»££gm vidyi aie also led up to 
Brahman 


Pada IV 

Adhik I (1 3) returns according to Sankara, to the 
owner of the pari vidyi and teaches that when on his 
death his soul obtains final release it does not acquire any 
new characteristics but merely manifests itself in its true 
nature. The explanation given by Rimanu^a t, essentia y 
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the same but of couise lefers to th it \ idv in whose to 
Brahman had been described in the pieccdmg pick 

Adhih II (4) determines that the 1 elation n \ Inch the 
released soul stands to Bi all man 1 that of aubhagd, non 
separation This on 6anl aia s view, means ibsolute non 
separation, identity — Accoi ding to KAraanu^a the question 
to be considered is whether the released soul views itself as 
separate (o? zthagbhuta) from Brahman 01 as non separate 
because being a mode of Biahman The former view is 
favoured by those -Smti and Snvrti passages which speak 
of the soul as bemg with or equal to Brahman , the lattei 
by such passages as tat tvain asi and the like 1 * * * S 

Adhik III (o“7) discusses the chaiacteristics of the le 
leased soul (1 e of the truly leleased soul accoi dmg to 
Sankara} Accoi dmg to Gaimini the leleased soul when 
manifesting itself in its tiue natuie possesses all those quali 
ties which in Kh Up VIII 7 I and other places are ascribed 
to Biahman such as apahataplpmatva sntyasawkalpati a, 
&.c aosvarya — Accoi dmg to Auafulomt the only charactei 
istic of the released soul is yfraitanya — Accoiding to Badara- 
yana the two views can be combined (-Sankara remarking 
that satyas imkalpatva &.C. are ascubed to the released soul 
vyavah 11 'tpekshaya) 

Adlnl IV (8-9) returns accoi dmg to -Sankaia, to the 
apara udya and discusses the question whether the soul of 


1 Kim Tyojy* para 7// ^yotir ujusainpauna/i baivabandhavimrmuhta# pratya 
^£tun bvaUnfinai/i pmamlLtiiiana^ p; ahagbhutam anubhav&t? uta tatpnkarataja 
L&daviWisiktam iti vixave so mute satvia karoda wdia brail vipa^ita 
pajyiA paxyate nikmavar^aw kartanm tr&« purnshaw brahmayotiuH tadd 
vidvrn pu/iyapape vidhuya wiwI^anaA pajamas bam yam upatu ldaw £#auam 
up imt> a mama sddharmyam &// sarve pi nops^yantc pralavcna vyathaati 
^etyiiduTutisnirttiohyo muktasya parena sfLhityas^myasidharmjSLvagamat 
pj xthagbhdtam anubhavatlti prdpte u^yaie Avibhageaeti Parasmild brahma 

«a/i svatmamun Tvibba^en^nubhavati makta^ Kuta/; pmh/atv&t Para*M 

biahmopasimpadya mvnttdvidyatirodbdaasyayafhitatbyena sy&tmano drcshftt 
tvdt SvUmaxia/i svaxupaw hi tat tvam asy ayam Ittmi brahma aitaddtmyam 

idaw sarvaw barvaw khalv ida ;// brahm^tyadisdEoauadbiikarii/;) amrdej&ii 
Itmam ttsWzan dtmano ntaro yam ^tmd 11a veda yasyatmS. mSrawr y 
dlm&nam antaro yamayati atmdntarydmy amrota h Tnta h pnmsh/&A i 3 &tf 

S jadi hu in. fi tsUkkrn^ ataji talpraWdrabhdtani it 

piai pidiiam avaslh lc t kajak/rtmety stlrS u Tibha^eaiaha/ brainnianlt 
evanubhaya 
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the pious effects its desires by its meie determination or 
uses some other means The former altei native is ac 
ccpted — According to R&m&ntga the adhikarawa simply 
continues the consideration of the state of the released, 
begun in the pieceding adhikarawa Of the released soul it 
is said in Kh Up VIII ii 3 that aftci it has manifested 
itself in its true nature it moves about playing and lejoicing 
with women carnages and so on The question then arises 
whethei it effects all this by its mere sa/«kalpa (it having 
been shown in the preceding adhikarana that the released 
soul is like the Lord, satyasawkalpa) or not The answer 
is in favour of the former alternative on account of the 
explicit declaration made m Kh Up VIII 2, Byhismeie 
will the fathers come to recen e him 

Adhik V (jo-14) decides that the leleased aie embodied 
or disembodied according to their wish and will 

Adhil VI (1 1 , 1 2) explains how the soul of the released 
can animate several bodies at the same time — Sutra 13 gives, 
according to Sankai a the additional explanation that those 
passages which declare the absence of all specific cognition 
on the part of the leleased soul do not lefei to the partly 
leleased soul of the devotee but eithei to the soul in the 
state of deep sleep (svapyaya = sushupti) or to the fully 
leleased soul of the sage (sampatti = kaivalya) — RamcLnu^ 
explains that the passages speaking of absence of conscious 
ness refer either to the state of deep sleep 01 to the time 
of dying (sampatti = mai attain according to van manasi 
sampadyate &c ) 

Adhik VII (17-21) — The released gn as participate mall 
the perfections and powers of the Lord with the exception 
of the powei of ci eating and sustaining the world They 
do not return to new forms of embodied existence 

Aftei having in this way, rendcied oui selves acquainted 
with the contents of the Biahma sutras according to the 
views of Sankara as well as RimeUiuga we have now 
to consider the question which of the two modes of 
iterpretation represents or at any rate more c ose y 
approximates to the true mean ng of the Sutras That 
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few of the SQtias are intelligible if taken bj themselves we 
have already remarked above, but this does not exclude 
the possibility of oui deciding with i fair degree ot cei 
tamty which of the two mteipietations proposed agrees 
better with the text at least m a certain numbci of cases 

We have to note in the first place that, m spite of very 
numerous discrepancies,— of which only the more important 
ones have been singled out in the conspectus of contents — 
the two commentators aie at one as to the general daft of 
the Sfitras and the arrangement of topics As a rule, the 
adhikarawas discuss one or several Vedic passages bearing 
upon a certain point of the system, and in the vast majoaty 
of cases the two commentatois agiee as to which are the 
special texts ieferred to And morcovet m a very large 
number of cases the agreement extends to the mterpicta 
tion to be put on those passages and on the Sfitras This 
far reaching agreement ceitainly tends to inspire us with a 
certain confidence as to the existence of an old tradition 
concerning the meaning of the Sutras on which the bulk of 
the interpretations of Sankara as well as of R&minuga are 
based 

But at the same time we have seen that, m a not mcon 
siderable numbei of cases the interpretations of .Sankara 
and Ram&nqga diverge more or less widely and that 
the SOtras affected thereby are, most of them especially 
important because bearing on fundamental points of the 
Veddnta system The question then remains which of the 
two interpretations is entitled to preference 

Regarding a small numbei of SOtras I have already (in 
the conspectus of contents) given it as my opinion that 
R&m&nugas explanation appears to be moie worthy of 
consideration We meet, in the first place with a number 
of cases m which the two commentators agiee as to the 
literal meaning of a Sutra but wheie .Sankara sees him 
self reduced to the necessity of supplementing his intei 
pietation by certain additions and reservations of his own 
for which the text gives no occasion while Rimanuga is 
ab e to take the Sfitra as it stands. To exemp lfy this 
remark, I again direct attention to al those Sfltras which m 
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clear teims lepresent the individual soul as something dif 
ferent from the highest soul and concerning which Sankara 
is each time obliged to have recourse to the plea of the 
Stitra referring not to what is true m the strict sense of 
the word but only to what is conventionally looked upon as 
true. It is I admit not altogether impossible that .San 
karas mterpietation should represent the real meaning of 
the Sutras that the lattei indeed, to use the terms era 
ploved by Dr Deussen should for the nonce set forth an 
exoteric doctrine adapted to the common notions of man 
kind which however can be rightly understood by him 
only to whose mind the esoteric doctrine is all the while 
present This is not impossible I say but it is a point 
which lequires convincing pi oofs before it can be allowed — 
We have had m the second place, to note a certain number 
of adhikarawas and Sfttras concerning whose interpretation 
.Sankara and R&minu^ia disagree altogether and we have 
seen that not unfrequently the explanations given by the 
lattei commentatoi appear to be preferable because falling 
m more easily with the words of the text The most 
stnkmg instance of this is afforded by the 13th adhikaia»a 
of II 3 which treats of the size of the ^nva, and where 
Rflminuju s explanation seems to be decidedly superior to 
.Sankaras both if we look to the aiiangement of the whole 
adhikarawa and to the woiding of the single Sutras. The 
adhikarana is moreover a specially important one be- 
cause the nature of the view held as to the size of the indi 
vidual soul goes far to settle the question what kind of 
Vedanta is embodied in B<tdariya;*a s work 

But it will be requisite not only to dwell on the interpre 
tntions of a few detached Sfitras but to make the attempt 
at least of forming some opinion as to the relation of the 
Vedinta sfltras a;, a whole to the chief distinguishing 
doctrines of Sankara as well as R&mftnu^a Such an 
attempt may possibly lead to very slendet positive results 
but in the present state of the enquiry even a meiely 
negative result viz the conclusion that the Sutras do not 
teach particulai doctrines found in them by certain com- 
mentators will not be without ts va ue. 


XX\\ 1 


\r mv sCtpvs 


The fiist quest on we vwih to consider in some dtl-td i 
whether the Sutras in my way favoui Sard arts doctrine 
that we have to distinguish a twofold knowledge of B ah 
nan i highei knowledge which leads to the immediate 
absorption on death of the individual soul in hi ah man 
and a lowei knowledge which laiscs its ownei meiely to an 
exalted form of individual existence The adhyAya fiist to 
be considei ed in this connexion is the fourth one According 
to .Snnknia the thiec lattei pad as of that idh\ ly x nc 
chiefly engaged in describing the fate of him who dies m 
the possession of the lower knowledge while two sections 
(IV a i a-i 4 IV 4 i—*") tell us what happens to him 
who, before his death had risen to the knowledge of 
the highest Biahman Accoiding to Rlm&nufa on the 
other hand the three pAdas refeinng throughout to one 
subject only give an uninterrupted account of the succcs 
sive steps by which the soul of him who knows the Loid 
through the Upamshads passes at the time of death out of 
the gioss body which it had tenanted, ascends to the woild 
of Biahman, and lives there for ever without returning into 
the sawsAra 

On an a priori view of the matter it certainly appeals 
somewhat strange that the concluding section of the Sutras 
should be almost entirely taken up vv ith describing the fate 
of him who has after all acquired an altogethei infenor 
knowledge only and has remained shut out fiom the tiue 
sanctuary of Ved mtic knowledge, while the fate of the fully 
initiated is disposed of in a few occasional Sfltras It is I 
think, not too much to say that no unbiassed student of 
the Sutras would — before having allowed himself to be 
influenced by .Sankara s interpretations — imagine for a 
moment that the solemn vvoids From thence is no return 
fiom thence is no return with which the Sfitras conclude 
aie meant to descube not the lasting condition of him who 
has reached final release the highest aim of man but 
meiely a stage on the way of that soul which is engaged m 
the slow progress of gradual release, a stage which is 
indeed greatly superior to any earthly form of ex stence 
but yet itself be ongs to the essentia y fictitious sar sAra 
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nd as such remains infinitely "below the bliss of tiue mukti 
And this a priori impression — which, although no doubt 
significant could hardly be appealed to as decisive — is 
confirmed by a detailed consideration of the two sets of 
Sfitras which Sanl aia connects with the knowledge of the 
higher Brahman How these Sfitras are interpreted by 
.Sankara and R&manu^a has been stated above in the con 
spectus of contents , the points which lender the interpie 
tation given by Rfimfinu^a more piobable are as follows 
With regaid to IV 2 12-14 we have to note in the first 
place, the circumstance — lelevant although not decisive in 
itself — that Sutra 12 does not contain any indication of a 
new topic being mlioduced In the second place it can 
hardly be doubted that the text of Sutra 13 spasbfo hy 
ekeshcim, 15 more appropriately understood with R&mfi- 
nu^a, as furnishing a reason for the opinion advanced in 
the preceding Sfitra, than — with Sankara — as embodying 
the refutation of a previous statement (in which latter case 
we should expect not 'hi but 'tu ) And m the thud 
place the eke 1 e some referred to m Sutra 13 would 
on .Sankara s interpretation denote the very same persons 
to whom the preceding Sfitia had referied vi7 the 
followers of the K&«va-^akh& (the two Vedic passages 
referred to in 12 and 13 being Bn Up IV 4 5 and III, a 
11 accoiding to the K&«vi recension) while it is the 
standing practice of the Sfitras to intioduce by means of the 
designation eke members of Vedic .ffikh&s teacheis &c 
other than those alluded to in the pieceding Sfitras With 
this practice RanAmya s interpretation on the othei hand 
fully agrees for according to him the eke ' are the M 4 
dhyandinas whose reading in Bn Up IV, 4 5 viz ' tasm^t 
cleaily indicates that the tasya in the conesponding 
passage of the Kanvas denotes the f&rira 1 e the jiva 
I think it is not saying too much that Sankara * a explana 
tion, accoiding to which the eke would denote the very 
same K£#vas to whom the piecedmg Sutra had refeired — 
so that the Kawvas would be distinguished from themselve 
as it were s altogethei impossible 

The resu t of this c oser consideration of the first set o 
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SGtras alleged by Sankara to concern the owner of the 
highei knowledge of Brahman entitles us to view with some 
distrust Sankaras assertion that another set also — IV 4 
1-7 — has to be detached from the general topic of the 
fourth adhyaya and to be understood as depicting the 
condition of those who have obtained final absolute ideasc 
And the SGtras themselves do not tend to weaken this 
preliminary want of confidence In the first place their 
wording also gives no indication whatever of then having 
to be separated from what precedes as well as what follows 
And, in the second place, the last SGtra of the set {7) 
obliges Sankara to ascribe to his tiuly released souls 
qualities which clearly cannot belong to them, so that 
he finally is obliged to make the extract dmaiy state 
ment that those qualities belong to them \javahaiape 
kshayt while yet the purport of the whole adhtkirasa is 
said to be the description of the tiuly released soul for 
which no vyavahira exists 1 Very tiulj, Sankaras com- 
mentator here remarks, ‘ atra ke£m muhyanti akha/*/n 
£inm«itra i g'w£nan muktasyftfw in£bhav it kuta &£winiha- 
dharmayoga/j and the way in which thereupon he himself 
attempts to get over the difficulty certainly does not 
improve matters 

In connexion with the two passages discussed, we meet 
in. the fourth adhy&ya with another passage, which indeed 
has no direct bearing on the distinction of apar 1 and part 
vidy&, but may yet be shortly referred to m this place is 
another and altogether undoubted instance of Sankara^ 
interpolations not always agreeing with the text of the 
SGtros The Sfitras 7-16 of the third p&da state the 
opinions of three different teacheis on the question to which 
Brahman the soul of the vidv&n lcpaas on death, or — 
according to RAmAm^a — the worshippers of which Brah 
man repair to (the highest) Brahman treats 

the views of B&dari and 6- a i mint as two purvapakshas and 
the opinion of B&darlya#a — which is stated last — as the 
siddhanta. Sankara, on the other hand, detaching the S utras 
m which B&daraya«a s view is set forth from the preceding 
part of the adhikarana a proceeding which although not 
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plausible yet cannot be said to be altogethei lllegiti 
mate) maintains that BS-dans view which is expounded 
first, represents the siddhinta, while Caumnis view, set 
forth subsequently is to be considered a mere pitrva 
paksha This of course is altogether inadmissible it 
being the invauable practice of the Ved&nta sfitras as 
well as the Pfirva Mimaki sOtras to conclude the dis- 
cussion of contested points with the statement of that view 
which is to be accepted as the authoritative one This is 
so patent that Sankara feels himself called upon to defend 
his deviation from the general rule (Commentary on IV 4, 
13) without however bringing foiward any aiguments but 
such as aie valid only if .Sankara s system itself is ahead} 
accepted 

The previous consideiations leave us I am inclined to 
think no choice but to side with Rimamiga as to the 
general subject mattei of the fourth adhyiya of the Sfttras 
We need not accept him as our guide in all particular 
interpretations but we must acknowledge with him that 
the Sutras of the fourth adhyiya describe the ultimate fate 
of one and the same vidvin and do not afford any basis 
for the distinction of a highei and lower knowledge of 
Brahman uv .Sankara s sense 

If we have not to discriminate between a lower and a 
higher knowledge of Brahman, it follows that the dis- 
tinction of a lower and a highei Brahman is likewise not 
valid But this is not a point to be decided at once on the 
negative evidence of the fourth adhyiya but regarding 
which the entire body of the Vedinta sOtias has to be 
consulted And intimately connected with this mvestiga 
tion — in fact, one with it from a certain point of view — 1$ 
the question whether the Sfttras affoid any evidence of 
their author having held the doctrine of M&yi, the principle 
of illusion by the association with which the highest 
Brahman m itself transcending all qualities appeals as the 
lower Brahman or trvara That Raminuga denies the 
distinction of the two Brahmans and the doctime of Miyi 
we have seen above we shall however in the subsequent 
investigation pay ess attention to his views and inter 



pretations than to the indications furnished by the ‘■'{it as 
themselves 

V p hcing myself at the point of \ icw of a Sankara I am 
startled at the outset by the second Sutta oi the first 
adhyava which undci takes to give a definition of Bnhman 
Brahman is that whence the 01 igtn ition and so on u e the 
s ostentation and i eabsorption) of this w oi Id pi occed What, 
vie must ask is this butra meant to define ? — That l>rah 
man we aie inclined to answer whose cognition the fiist 
Sfltra declares to constitute the task of the entire Vcd&nta 
that Brahman whose cognition is the only mad to final 
release, that Biahman m fact which Sankara calls the 
highest — But here we must object to out selves, the highest 
Brahman is not properly denned as that ftom which the 
woi kl originates In later Vedantic writings whose authois 
were dearly conscious of the distinction of the highei 
absolute Brahman and the lower Brahman related to M&v A 
or the world we meet with definitions of Brahman of m 
altogether different type I need only remind the leader 
of the current definition of Brahman as sa<f £id manefa, or 
to mention one individual instance refei to the introductory 
jlokas of the Pa«£adaji dilating on the sa/wvid svayam 
prabhd the selflumtnous pi mciple of thought which in atl 
time, past of Future neither starts into being nor perishes 
(P D I, 7) That from which the world proceeds can bj 
a Ankara be accepted only as a definition of final a of 
Brahman which by its association with MAya is enabled to 
pioject the false appearance of this world and it certainly 
la as improbable that the Sutras should open with a 
definition of that inferior principle from whose cognition 
there can accrue no permanent benefit, as according to a 
remaik made above it is unlikely that they should con 
elude with a descnption of the state of those who know 
the lower Brahman only, and thus aie debarred from 
obtaining tiue release As soon on the other hand as we 
discard the idea of a twofold Brahman and conceive Biah 
man as one only, as the all enfolding being which some 
times emits the world from its own substance and sometimes 
again retracts it into itse f ever renia n ng one in a its 
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various manifestations — a conception which need not by 
any means be modelled m all its details on the views of the 
Rdmanugas — the definition, of Brahman given in the second 
SCttra becomes altogeihei unobjectionable 

We next enquire whether the impression left on the 
mind by the manner m which Badaraya#a defines Biah 
man vi? that he does not distinguish between an absolute 
Brahman and a Brahman associated with. MiyfL, is con 
Aimed or weakened by any other paits of his work The 
Sutras being throughout far fiom direct in then enun- 
ciations, we shall have to look less to particulai terras 
and turns of expiession than to geneial lines of reasoning 
What in this connexion seems specially worthy of beirg 
taken into account, is the style of argumentation employed 
by the Sutiakara against the S&nkhya docliine which 
maintains that the world has originated not from an 
intelligent being but from the non intelligent pradh&na 
The most important Sfitras relative to this point aie to be 
met with in the fust pada of the second adhyaya Those 
Sfitras are indeed almost unintelligible if taken by them 
selves but the unanimity of the commentators as to their 
meaning enables us to use them as steps in our investiga 
tion The sixth Sutia of the p&da mentioned replies to the 
S&nkhya objection that the non intelligent world cannot 
spring from an intelligent principle by the remark that it 
is thus seen, 1 e it is a mattei of common observation that 
non-mtelligent things are produced from beings endowed 
with intelligence , hair and nails for instance springing from 
animals and certain insects from dung — Now an argu 
mentation of this kind is altogether out of place fiom the 
point of view of the true Jiankaia According to the latter 
the non intelligent world does not spring from Brahman in 
so far as the latter is intelligence but in so far as it is 
associated with M&ya is the upSdana of the material 

world and Mdy A itself is of a non intelligent nature owing 
to which it is by so many Vedantic writers identified with 
the prak«ti of the Shnkbyas Similarly the illustrative 
instances adduced under Sutra 9 for the purpose of showing 
that effects w it.n be ng reabsorbed into their causal sub- 
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stances do not impart to the latter their own qualities md 
that hence the material world also when being refunded 
into Brahman does not impart to it its own imperfections 
are singularly inappropriate if viewed in connexion with 
the doctrine of Maya, according to which the material 
world is no moie in Brahman at the time of a pralaya than 
during the period of its subsistence According to .Sankara 
the world is not merged in Brahman but the special forms 
into which the upfid&na of the world, i e, Mayd, had 
modified itself are merged in non distinct Maya, whose 
relation to Brahman is not changed thereby — The illus 
tration again given in Sfitra 04 of the mode in which Brah 
man by means of its inherent power transforms itself into 
the world w thout employing any extraneous instruments 
of action kshiravad dhi as milk (of its own accord turns 
into curds) would be strangely chosen indeed if meant to 
bring nearei to oui understanding the mode in which 
Brahman piojects the illusive appearance of the world, 
and also the analogous mstance given in the Sfitra next 
following as Gods and the like (cieate palaces chariots 
&c by the mere powei of their will) — which refers to the 
real creation of real tKmgs — would hardly be m its place if 
meant to illustrate a theory which consideis unreality to be 
the true character of the world The mere cumulation of 
the two essentially heterogeneous illustrative instances 
.(kshiravad dhi , devadivat) moreover seems to show that 
the writer who had recourse to them held no very definite 
theoiy as to the particular mode in which the world 
springs from Brahman but was meiely concerned to render 
plausible in some way or other that an intelligent being 
can give use to what is non intelligent without havuig 
recourse to any extraneous means 1 
That the M&y£ doctrine was not present to the mind of 
the Sutrak&ra, further appeals from the latter part of the 
fourth p&da of the first adhy&ya, where it is shown that 
Brahman is not only the operative but also the material 
cause of the world If anywhere, thei e would have been 

^AukiLm > fm c lhutmtive of the nugiciAn producing iUnilTfc 

y enongii — not known to the Sutras. 
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the place to indicate had such been the author s view tha t 
Brahman is the material cause of the world through MAya 
only and that the world is umeal but the Sutras do not 
contain a single word to that effect Sutra 3 6 on the othei 
hand exhibits the significant term pan«amat Brahman 
produces the world by means of a modification of itself It 
is well known that later on, when the terminology of the 
V ed Anta became definitely settled the tei m pan«amavada 
was used to denote that very theory to whicn the followeis 
of Sankaia are most violently opposed vu the doctrine 
according to which the woild is not a mere vivarta 1 e an 
illusory manifestation of Brahman, but the effect of Brah 
man undergoing a real change may that change be con 
ceived to take place m the way taught by RamAnuga 01 in 
some other mannei — With regard to the last quoted Sfttra 
as well as to those touched upon above the commentators 
indeed maintain that whatever teims and modes of ex 
pression are apparently opposed to the vivartavAda aie 
in reality reconcilable with it to Sutra 36, for instance 
GovmdAnanda lemarks that the term ‘pariaAma only 
denotes an effect in general (kAryamAtra) without implying 
that the effect is real But m cases of this nature we are 
fully entitled to use our own judgment, even if we were not 
compelled to do so by the fact that other commentators 
such as RAmAnug-a are satisfied to take paiiaama and 
similai terms in their generally received sense 

A further section treating of the nature of Brahman is 
met with in III 3 11 if It is according to Sankara s view, 
of special importance as it is alleged to set forth that Brah 
man is in itself destitute of all qualities and is affected with 
qualities only through its limiting adjuncts (upAdhis), the 
offspring of MAyA I have above (in the conspectus of 
contents) given a somewhat detailed abstract of the whole 
section as interpreted by .Sankara on the one hand, and 
R^mAnu^a on the other hand, from which it appears that 
tl^e lattei's opinion as to the purport of the group of Sutias 
widely diveiges from that of 6 atikara. The wording of 
the Sulras is so eminently concise and vague that I find it 
mipossib c to decide wh ch of the two commentators if 
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indeed either — is to be accepted as a trustworthy guide 
regarding the sense of some Sutras Sankara s explanation 
seems to deserve preference in the c*$e of others Raima 
nu»a seems to keep closer to the text I decidedly 
prefer for instance RAmanu^a s interpretation of Sutra 22 
as far as the sense of the entne Sutra is concerned, and 
more especially with regard to the term prakntaitavat 
tvam whose proper force is brought out by R unaru^as 
explanation only So much is certain that none of the 
Sfttras decidedly favours the mterpietation proposed by 
Sankara Whichevei commentator we follow, we greatly 
miss coherence and stuctness ot reasoning and it is 
thus by no means improbable that the section is one of 
those — perhaps not few in number — in which both inter 
preteis had less regard to the literal sense of the words and 
to tradition than to their desire of foicing Badaraya«as 
Sutras to bear testimony to the truth of then own phtlo 
sophic theories 

With special reference to the M&y& doctime one impor 
tant Sfttra has yet to be consideied the only one m which 
the term m&y& itself occurs, viz III, 2, 3 According 
to .Sankara the Sutra signifies that the environments of 
the dreaming soul are not real but mere M^y&, 1 e unsub 
stantial illusion because they do not fully manifest the 
character of real objects RarnSnu^a (as we have seen m 
the conspectus) gives a different explanation of the teim 
‘ may& but m judging of Sankara s views we may foi the 
time accept Sankara s own interpretation Now from the 
latter it cleaily follows that if the objects seen in di earns 
are to be called M&ya, 1 e illusion, because not evincing 
the characteristics of reality, the objective world su~round 
ing the waking soul must not be called Mdy& But that 
the world perceived by waking men is Mitya, even m a 
higher sense than the woild presented to the dreaming con- 
sciousness, is an undoubted tenet of the Ankara Veddnta , 
and the Sfitra therefore proves either that Bfidarayawa did 
not hold the doctrine of the illusory character of the world, 
or else that, if after all he did hold that doctrine he used 
the term m&yA in a sense altogether different from that 
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in which .Sankara employs it — If, on the other hand, we, 
with Ramfinu^'a understand the word 1 mAya to denote 
a wonderful thing; the Shtra of course has no bearing what 
ever on the doctrine of MAyA in its later technical sense. 

We now turn to tne question as to the relation of the 
individual soul to Brahman Do the Sutras indicate any- 
where that their author held Sankara s doctrine according 
to which the gtva is in reality identical with Brahman and 
separated from it as it were only by a false surmise due to 
avidyi or do they rather favour the view that the souls 
although they have sprung from Brahman, ana constitute 
elements of its nature, yet enjoy a kind of individual exist 
ence apart from it ? This question is in fact only another 
aspect of the MAyA question, but yet requires a short 
separate treatment 

In the conspectus I have given it as my opinion that the 
Stitras m which the size of the individual soul is discussed 
can hardly be understood m .Sankaras sense, and rather 
seem to favour the opinion, held among others by RAmA 
nuga, that the soul is of minute size We have further seen 
that Sutra 1 8 of the third pada of the second adhyAya, which 
describes the soul as ‘gita, is more appropriately under 
stood in the sense assigned to it by RAmAnqga , and, again, 
that the S&tras which treat of the soul being an agent, can 
be reconciled with .Sankara's views onjy if supplemented 
in a way which their text does not appear to authorise — 
We next have the important Sfltra II 3 43 m which the 
soul is distinctly said to be a part (atnsa) of Brahman, and 
which, as we have already noticed, can be made to fall in 
with .Sankaras views only if atnsa is explained altogether 
arbitrarily, by * aptsa iva,' while Ram&miga is able to take the 
Stitra as it stands — *We also have already referred to SOtra 
50 AbhAsa eva ka, which .Sankara interprets as setting forth 
the so-called pratibimbavAda according to which the indi- 
vidual Self is merely a reflection of the highest Self But 
almost every Sutra— and Sfitraso forms no exception— being 
so obscurely expressed that viewed by itself it admits of 
various, often totally opposed, Interpretations the only safe 
method u to keep in view in the case of each ambiguous 
[34] S 
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aphorism the general drift and spmt of the whole woih 
and that as we have seen hitherto is by no means favom 
able to the pratibimba doctune How indeed could Sutra 50 
if setting forth that lattei docti me be reconciled with Sutra 
43 which says distinctly that the soul is a part of Brahman ? 
For that 43 contains as an Lara and his commentators 

aver a statement of the avaZ&fcedaviida, can itself be ac 
cepted only if we interpret amsa. by awia iva and to do so 
there is really no valid reason whatevei I confess that 
R&m&ntigas interpretation of the Sutra (which howevei is 
accepted by several other commentators also) does not 
appeal to me particularly convincing, and the Sutras 
unfortunately offei us no other passages on the ground of 
which we might settle the meaning to be ascubed to the 
term £bh&$a which may mean reflection but may mean 
hetv&bh£sa, 1 e fallacious argument as well But as things 
stand this one Sfttra cannot at any rate be appealed to 
as proving that the pratibimbavdda which m its turn pre 
supposes the may&v&da is the teaching of the Sutras 
To the conclusion that the SutraMra did not hold the 
doctrine of the absolute identity of the highest and the 
individual soul m the sense of Sankara we are further led 
by some other indications to be met with here and there 
m the SOtras, In the conspectus of contents we have had 
occasion to direct attention to the important Sutra II 1, aa, 
which distinctly enunciates that the Lord is adhiha 1 e 
additional to or different from the individual soul since 
Scripture declares the two to be different. Analogously 
I, 2, 20 lays stress on the fact that the jaiira is not the 
antary&imn, because the M^dhyandmas as well as the 
K£«vas, speak of him m their texts as different (bhedena 
enam adhlyate; and in 22 the r&nra and the pradhdna are 
referred to as the two ‘others (itarau) of whom the text 
predicates distinctive attributes separating them flom the 
highest Lord The word itara (the other one) appears 
In several other passages (I, 1, 16, I 3 16 II 1, 21) as a 
kind of technical teim denoting the individual soul m con 
tradistmction from the Lord The Sankaras indeed mam 
tain that all those es refer to an unreal distinct on 
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due to avxdya But this is just what we should like to see 
proved and the pioof offered in no case amounts to moie 
than a reference to the system which demands that the 
Sutras should be thus understood If we accept the inter 
pretations of the school of .Sankaia it remains altogether un 
intelligible why the Sutrakara should nevei hint even at what 
.Sankara is anxious again and again to point out at length 
viz that the greater part of the work contains a kind of 
exoteuc doctnne only ever tending to mislead the student 
who does not keep in view what its nature is If other 
reasons should make it probable that the Sfttrak&ia was 
anxious to hide the true doctrine of the Upamshads as a 
sort of esoteric teaching we might be more ready to accept 
.Sankara s mode of interpretation But no such reasons 
are forthcoming nowhere among the avowed followers of 
the Ankara system is there any tendency to tieat the 
kernel of their philosophy as something to be jealously 
guaided and hidden On the contrary they all, from Gau 
rfapida down to the most modern writer consider it their 
most important, nay only task to inculcate again and again 
m the clearest and most unambiguous language that all 
appearance of multiplicity is a vain illusion that the Lord 
and the individual souls are in reality one and that all 
knowledge but this one knowledge is without true value 
There lemams one more important passage concern 
ing the relation of the individual soul to the highest Self 
a passage which attracted our attention above, when 
we were leviewmg the evidence for early divergence of 
opinion among the teachers of the Veddnta I mean 
I 4, 3 o -®2 which three Sutias state the views of Anna 
rathya, Aurfulomi, and Klrakrctsna as to the reason why, 
in a certain passage of the BrfhadAra«yaka characteristics 
of the individual soul are ascribed to the highest Self The 
siddhanta view is enounced in Sutra %% avasthiter iti K&ra 
kntsna/z 1 e K&rakrrtsna (accounts foi the circumstance 
mentioned) on the ground of the permanent abiding or 
abode By this * permanent abiding .Sankara understands 
the Lord s abiding as 1 e existing as — or in the condition of 
the individual soul and thus sees in the Shtra an cnuncia 
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txon of his ow n view that the individual soul is nothing but the 
highest Self avihnta^ paiamervaro^ivo ntLiiyaA’ R£m£ 
nu^a on the other hand likewise accepting K&nkmsnas 
opinion as the siddhanta view, explains avasthiti ’ as the 
Lord s permanent abiding within the individual soul, as de 
scubed in the amaiyclnun br&hma«a — We can hardly main- 
tain that the term avasthiti cannot have the meaning 
ascribed to it by .Sankara viz special state 01 condition but 
so much must be urged in favour of RAmAnu^a’s mterpreta 
tion that in the five other places where avasthiti (or ana 
vasthiti) is met with in the Sfitras (I, a, 17 II a 4 , II, a, 
13, II 3 *4, III, 3 32) it regularly means peimanent 
abiding or permanent abode within something 

If, now, I am shortly to sum up the results of the pre 
ceding enquiry as to the teaching of the SCttras, I must 
give it as my opinion that they do not set forth the distinc- 
tion of a higher and lower knowledge of Brahman , that 
they do not acknowledge the distinction of Brahman and 
Irvara in .Sankaras sense, that they do not hold the 
doctrine of the unreality of the woild and that they do 
not, with .Sankara proclaim the absolute identity of the 
individual and the highest Self I do not wish to advance 
for the present beyond these negative results Upon 
Rdm&nqgas mode of interpretation — although I accept it 
without reserve m some important details — I look on the 
whole as more useful in providing us with a powerful means 
of criticising .Sankaras explanations than in guiding us 
throughout to the right understanding of the text The 
author of the Sutras may have held views about the nature 
of Brahman^ the world and the soul diffeung from those of 
.Sankara, and yet not agreeing in all points with those of 
RAminqga If however the negative conclusions stated 
above should be well founded, it would follow even from 
them that the system of B£dardya«a had gi eater affinities 
with that of the Bh&gavatas and R&minu^a than with the 
one of which the Sankara-bhashya is the classical exponent 
It appears from the above review of the teaching of the 
Sfitras that only a comparatively very small proportion 
of them contribute matter enabling us to form a judgment 
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as to the nature of the philosophical doctrine advocated 
by B&dar&yaraa The reason of this is that the greater 
part of the woik is taken up with matters which according 
to Sankaras terminology foim part of the so called lower 
knowledge and throw no light upon philosophical questions 
in the stricter sense of the word This circumstance is not 
without significance In later works belonging to Sankara s 
school in which the distinction of a higher and lower vidyfL 
is clearly recognised the topics constituting the latter are 
treated with great shortness , and lightly so for they are 
unable to accomplish the highest aim of man 1 e final 
release. When we therefore on the other hand, find that 
the subjects of the so called lowei vidyd are treated very 
fully in the Veddnta sfitras, when we observe for instance 
the almost tedious length to which the investigation of the 
unity of vidyds (most of which are so called saguwa, 1 e. 
lower vidyas) is earned m the third adhy&ya, or the fact of 
almost the whole fourth adhydya being devoted to the 
ultimate fate of the possessor of the lower vidyS , we cer 
tainly feel ourselves confii med in our conclusion that what 
.Sankara looked upon as comparatively unimportant formed 
in B 4 daraya«a s opinion part of that knowledge higher than 
which there is none and which therefore is entitled to the 
fullest and most detailed exposition 

The question as to what kind of system is represented 
by the Vedanta sutras may be approached in another way 
also While hitherto we have attempted to penetrate to 
the meaning of the Sutras by means of the diffeient com 
mentanes, we might try the opposite road and, in the first 
place attempt to ascertain independently of the Sfitras 
what doctrine is set forth m the Upamshads, whose teach 
ing the Sutras doubtless aim at systematising If it might 
be urged, the Upamshads can be convincingly shown to 
embody a certain settled doctrine, we must consider it at 
the least highly probable that that very same doctrine— of 
whatever special nature it may be — is hidden in the enig 
matical aphorisms of BAdarfi} a«a 1 

I do not however consider this line of argumentation 
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jl safe one Fven if it could be shown that the teaching of 
-ill the chief Upamshads agrees in all essential points (a 
subject to which some attention will be paid latei on) we 
should not on that account be entitled unhesitatingly to 
assume that the Sutras set forth the same doctrine What 
ever the true philosophy of the Upamshads may be there 
remains the undeniable fact that theie exist and have 
existed since very ancient times not one but several essen 
tiallv differing systems all of which lay claim to the dis 
Unction of being the tiue lepresentatives of the teaching of 
the Upamshads as well as of the Sutias. Let us suppose 
for argument s sake that for instance the doctrine of Mftya 
is distinctly enunciated m the Upamshads nevertheless 
Xlm&nu^-a and, for all we know to the contrary the whole 
scries of moie ancient commentators on whom he looked 
as authorities in the mterpietation of the SOtras denied 
that the Upamshads teach Maya, and it is hence by no 
means impossible that BcLdar4ya«a should have done the 
same The a prion style of reasoning as to the teaching 
of the Sutias is theiefore without much force 

But apart fiom any intention of arriving thereby at the 
meaning of the Sutras there, of couise lemams for us the 
all important question as to the true teaching of the Upa 
ni shads, a question which a translatoi of the Sutras and 
Sankara cannot afford to pass over in silence, especially 
after reason has been shown fox the conclusion that the 
S&tras and the Sankan bhdshya do not agree concerning 
most important points of Ved&ntic doctrine The Sdtias 
as well as the later commentaries claim, in the first place 
to be nothing more than systematisations of the Upam- 
shads, and for us a considerable part at least of their value 
and intei est lies m this their nature Hence the further 
question presents itself by whom the teaching of the Upa 
nishads has been most adequately systematised, whether 
by B^tdai £ya«a, or .Sankara or Rdm&nu^a, or some other 
commentator This question requires to be kept altogether 
separate fiom the enquiry as to which commentator most 
faithfully renders the contents of the Sutras and it is by 
no means impossib e that .Sankara for instance shou d in 
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the end have to be declaied a more trustworthy guide with 
regard to the teaching of the Upamshads than concerning 
the meaning of the Sfltras 

We must lemark here at once that, whatever commenta 
tor may be found to deserve pieference on the whole it 
appears fairly certain already at the outset that none of the 
systems which Indian ingenuity has succeeded in erecting 
on the basis of the Upamshads can be accepted in its 
entnety The reason for this lies in the nature of the 
Upamshads themselves To the Hindu commentator and 
philosopher the Upamshads came down as a body of 
revealed truth whose teaching had somehow or other to 
be shown to be thoroughly consistent and free from contra 
dictions , a system had to be devised m which a suitable 
place could be allotted to every one of the multitudinous 
statements which they make on the various points of 
Ved&ntic doctrine But to the European scholar, or in 
fact to any one whose mind is not bound by the doctrine 
of *SYuti, it will certainly appear that all such attempts stand 
self condemned If anything is evident even on a cursory 
review of the Upamshads — and the impression so created 
is only strengthened by a moie caieful investigation — it is 
that they do not constitute a systematic whole They 
themselves especially the older ones give the most unmis- 
takable indications on that point Not only are the 
doctrines expounded in the different Upamshads ascribed 
to different teachers but even the separate sections of one 
and the same Upamshad are assigned to different authorities 
It would be superfluous to quote examples of what a 
mere look at the A'^Andogya Upamshad for instance 
suffices to prove It is of course not impossible that even 
a multitude of teachers should agree in imparting precisely 
the same doctrine but in the case of the Upamshads that 
is certainly not antecedently probable For m the first 
place, the teachers who are credited with the doctrine 
of the Upamshads manifestly belonged to different sec- 
tions of Brahmimcnl society to different Vedic xakh&s , 
nay some of them the tradition makes out to have been 
ksbattr yas And in the second p acc the period, whose 
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mental activity is represented in the Upamshads was a 
creative one, and as such cannot be judged according to 
the analogy of later periods of Indian philosophic de 
velopment The later philosophic schools as, for instance 
the one of which .Sankara is the great representative 
weie no longer free in their speculations but strictly 
bound by a traditional body of texts consideied sacred, 
which could not be changed 01 added to but merely sys 
tematised and commented upon Hence the rigorous 
uniformity of doctrine characteristic of those schools But 
there had been a time when, what later writers leceived as 
a sacred legacy, determining and confining the whole course 
of their speculations first sprang from the minds of creative 
thinkers not fettered by the tradition of any school, but 
freely following the promptings of then own heads and 
hearts By the absence of school traditions, I do not ir 
deed mean that the great teachers who appear m the 
Upamshads were free to make an entirely new start and 
to assign to their speculations any direction they chose, 
for nothmg can be moie certain than that, at the period as 
the outcome of whose philosophical activity the Upamshads 
have to be considered, there were in circulation certain 
broad speculative ideas overshadowing the mind of every 
member of Brahminical society But those ideas were 
neither very definite nor worked out in detail, and hence 
allowed themselves to be handled and fashioned in different 
ways by different individuals With whom the few leading 
conceptions traceable in the teaching of all Upamshads 
first onginated, is a point on which those writings themselves 
do not enlighten us and which we have no other means 
for settling , most probably they are to be viewed not 
as the creation of any individual mind, but as the gradual 
outcome of speculations carried on by geneiations of 
Vedic theologians In the Upamshads themselves at any 
rate, they appear as floating mental possessions which 
may he seized and moulded into new foims by any one 
who feels within himself the required inspiration A 
certain vague knowledge of Brahman the great hidden 
being m which all this manifold world is one to be 
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spread every wheie and often issues from the most unex 
pected sources ^SVetaketu receives instruction fiom his 
father Udd&laka the proud G&rgya has to become the 
pupil of A^dtaratm, the king of Kan Bhqgyu Sfihyii. 
yam leceives answeis to his questions from a Gandharva 
possessing a maiden , Satyak&ma learns what Brahman 
is from the bull of the held he is tending from Agni 
and fiom a flamingo and Upako-rala is taught by the 
sacied flies in his teachers house All this is of course 
legend, not histoiy but the fact that the philosophic 
and theological doctiines of the Upamshads are clothed 
in this legendary garb certainly does not strengthen the ex- 
pectation of finding in them a rigidly systematic doctrine 
And a closer investigation of the contents of the Upam 
shads amply confirms this pieliminary impiession If we 
avail ourselves for instance ofM Paul Rignaud s Matdnaux 
pour servu A 1 Histoire de la Philosophic de 1 Inde in which 
the philosophical lucubrations of the dlffeient Upamshads 
are ananged systematically according to topics we can see 
with ease how together with a ceitain uniformity of general 
leading conceptions theie runs throughout divergence in 
details, and very often not unimportant details A look 
for instance at the collection of passages relative to the 
origination of the world fiom the primitive being, suffices to 
show that the task of demonstrating that whatever the 
Upamshads teach on that point can be made to fit into a 
homogeneous system is an. altogether hopeless one The 
accounts there given of the creation belong, beyond all doubt 
to different stages of philosophic and theological development 
01 else to different sections of priestly society None but 
an Indian commentatoi would I suppose *be inclined and 
sufficiently courageous to attempt the proof that for in- 
stance, the legend of the atman purushavidha, the Self in 
the shape of a person which is as large as man and woman 
together, and then splits itself into two halves fiom which 
cows, horses asses goats &c are produced in succession 
(Bn Up I i 4), can be reconciled with the account given 
of the creation in the jfiTA&ndogya Upanishad where it is 
said that in the beginn ng there existed noth ng but the sat 
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that which is, and that feeling a desire of being many it 
emitted out of itself ethei and then all the other elements 
in due succession The former is a primitive cosmogonic 
myth which in its details shows striking analogies with the 
cosmogonic myths of other nations, the latter account is 
fatily developed Ved&nta (although not Vedanta implying 
the MayS. doctnne) We may admit that both accounts 
show a certain fundamental similarity m so far as they 
derive the manifold woild from one original being, bit 
to 4,0 beyond this and to maintain is iankaia does that the 
Stmin purushavidha of the B? zhadirai/yaka is the so called 
Vir&g- of the latter VedSnta — implying thercbv th it th it 
section consciously aims at describing only the activity of 
one special foi m of \ jvara and not simply the whole pro 
cess of cieation — is the ingenious shift of an orthodox 
commentator in difficulties but nothing more 

How all those inoie or less conflicting texts came 
to be preserved and handed down to posterity is not 
difficult to understand As mentioned above each of the 
great sections of Brahminical puesthood had its own 
sacred texts, and again in each of those sections there 
existed more ancient texts which it was impossible to dis 
caid when deeper and more advanced speculations began 
in then turn to be embodied in literary compositions which 
in the course of time likewise came to be looked upon as 
sacred When the creative peuod had leached its termina 
tion and the task of collecting and arranging Was taken in 
hand older and newer pieces were combined into wholes 
and thus there arose collections of such heterogeneous 
character as the iOandogya and B^fhaddrawyaka Upam 
shads On later generations to which the whole body of 
texts came down as revealed liuth, there consequently 
devolved the inevitable task of establishing systems on 
which no exception could be taken to any of the texts 
but that the ta^k was stnctlv speal ing, an impossible one 
1 e one which it was impossible to accomplish fairly and 
honestly, there really is no reason to deny 

tor a comprehensive criticism of the methods wh ch the 
different commentators emp oy in systematising t le contents 
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of the Upamshads there is no room in this place In ordei 
however to illustrate what is meant by the ‘impossibility 
above alluded to, of combining the various doctrines of the 
Upamshads into a whole without doing violence to a certain 
number of texts it will be as well to analyse m detail some 
few at least of .Sankara s interpretations, and to render clear 
the considerations by which he is guided 

We begin with a case which hat, already engaged out 
attention when discussing the meaning of the Sutras, viz 
the question concerning the ultimate fate of those who 
have attained the knowledge of Brahman As we have 
seen Sankara teaches that the soul of lum who has risen to 
an insight into die natuie of the highei Biahman does 
not at the moment of death pass out of the body but is 
directly merged in Brahman by a process from which all 
departing and moving m fact all considerations of space, 
aie altogether excluded The soul of him on the other 
hand who has not lisen above the knowledge of the lowei 
qualified Biahman depaits from the body by means of the 
artery called sushum«S. and following the so called devay&na 
the path of the gods, mounts up to the world of Brahman 
A review of the chief Upamshad texts on which Sankara 
founds this distinction will show how far it is justified 
In a considerable number of passages the Upamshads 
contrast the fate of two classes of men viz of those 
who perform sacrifices and meutorious works only, and of 
those who in addition possess a certain kind of knowledge 
Men of the formei kind ascend aftei death to the moon, 
where they live for a certain time, and then return to the 
eaith into new forms of embodiment, persons of the latter 
kind proceed on the path of the gods— on which the sun 
foims one stage — up to the world of Biahman from which 
there is no ictum The chief passages to that effect are 
Kh Up V, io, Kaush Up I, a ff , Mu nd Up I, 2, 9 ff, 
Brt Up VI, 2, 15 ff Prama Up 1 , 9 ff — In other passages 
only the latter of the two paths is referred to, cp Kh Up 
IV 15 VIII 6 5 Taitt Up 1,6 B« Up IV, 4, 8,9, V, 10, 
Mairt Up VI 30 to mention only the moie important ones 
Now an in part al co is deration of those passages shows 
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I think, be> ond any doubt that what is meant there by the 
knowledge which leads through the sun to the world of 
Brahman is the highest knowledge of which the devotee is 
capable, and that the world of Brahman to which his know 
ledge enables him to proceed denotes the highest state 
which he can ever reach the state of final release if we 
choose to call it by that name — Kh Up V io says Those 
who know th s (viz the doctrine of the five files) and those 
who in the forest follow faith and austerities go to light ’ 
&c . — Kh Up IV, 15 is manifestly intended to convey the 
true knowledge of Brahman, Upakojalas teachei himself 
repiesents the instruction given by him as supenor to the 
teaching of the sacred fires — Kh Up VIII, 6 5 quotes the 
old doka which says that the man moving upwards by the 
artery penetra ing the crown of the head reaches the Im 
moital — Kaush Up I a — which gives the most detailed 
account of the ascent of the soul— contains no intimation 
whatever of the knowledge of Brahman which leads up to 
the Brahman world being of an mferioi nature — Mu ltd Up 
I a 9 agrees with the Khandogya in saying that Those 
who practise penance and faith in the forest tranquil wise 
and living on alms depart free from passion through the 
sun to where that immortal Person dwells whose nature is 
imperishable, and nothing whatever in the context coun- 
tenances the assumption that not the highest knowledge 
and the highest Person are theie referred to — B n Up 
IV, 4 8 quotes old dokas clearly referring to the road 
of the gods ( the small old path ), on which sages who 
know Brahman move on to the svargaloka and thence 
higher on as entirely free — That path was found by Brah- 
man, and on it goes whoever knows Btahman — B n Up 
VI, 2 15 is another version of the Pa&AagmvidvA with the 
variation Those who know this, and those who in the 
forest worship faith and the Tiue go to light &c — Pram a 
Up I 10 says Those who have sought the Self by penance 
abstinence faith, and knowledge gain by the northern path 
Aditya the sun Theie is the home of the spirits, the im- 
mortal free from danger the highest Prom thence they do 
not return for it is the end Maitr Up VI 30 quotes 
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.rlokas, ‘ One of them (the aiteries) leads upwards, piercing 
the solar orb by it, having stepped beyond the world of 
Brahman, they go to the highest path 

All these passages are as clear as can be desired The 
soul of the sage who knows Brahman passes out by the 
sushum«d, and ascends by the path of the gods to the 
world of Brahman, there to remain for ever in some bliss 
ful state But, according to .Sankata all these texts aie 
meant to set forth the result of a certain mferioi knowledge 
only of the knowledge of the conditioned Brahman Even 
in a passage apparently so entirely incapable of more than 
one interpretation as Bn Up VI a 15 the True, wluch 
the holy hermits in the forest are said to worship, is not to 
be the highest Brahman, but only Hirawyagarbha ! — And 
why? — Only because the system so demands it, the system 
which teaches that those who know the highest Brahman 
become on their death one with it, without having to resort 
to any other place The passage on which this latter tenet is 
chiefly based is Bn Up IV, 4 6 7 where, with the fate of him 
who at his death has desires, and whose soul therefore 
enters a new body after having departed from the old one, 
accompanied by all the pra«aa, there is contrasted the fate 
of the sage free from all desires But as to the man who does 

not desire, who not desiring, freed from desires Is satisfied 
in his desires, or desires the Self only the vital spirits of him 
(tasya) do not depart— being Brahman he goes to Brahman 
We have seen above (p lxxx) that this passage is referred 
to in the important Sfitras on whose right interpretation it, 
in the first place, depends whether or not we must admit 
the Sfitrak&ra to have acknowledged the distinction of a para, 
and an aparik vidy& Here the passage interests us as 
throwing light on the way in which .Sankara systematises 
He looks on the preceding part of the chapter as describing 
what happens to the souls of all those who do not know the 
highest Brahman inclusive of those who know the lower 
Brahman only They pass out of the old bodies followed by 
all pr&ivas and enter new bodies. He, on the other hand, 
section 6 continues, who knows the true Brahman does not 
pass out of the body but becomes one with B then 
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and there This interpretation of the puiport of the entue 
chapter is not impossibly light although I am lathei m 
clmed to think that the chapter urns at setting forth in its 
cailier part the future of him who docs not know Brahman 
at all while the latter part of section 6 passes on to him 
who does know Biahman (1 e Brahman pure and simple 
the text knowing of no distinction of the so-called lowei 
and higher B rah plan' 1 In explaining section 6 .Sankaia 

lays stress upon the clause ‘ na tas> a pi l«a utkrdmanti 
his vital spirits do not pass out taking this to signify that 
the soul ivith the vital spirits does not move at all, and 
thus does not ascend to the world of Brahman while the 
purpoit of the clause may simply be that the soul and vital 
spnits do not go anywhere else i e do not enter a new 
body but are united somehow 01 other with Brahman 
On Sankaras interpretation there immediately arises a 
new difficulty In the rlokas quoted undei sections 8 
and 9 the description of the small old path which leads to 
the svargaloka and highei on cleaily lefers — as noticed 
already above — to the path through the veins primarily 
the sushumni on which according to so many other pas 
sages, the soul of the wise mounts upwards But that path 
is, according to .Sankara, followed by him only who has 
not risen above the lower knowledge and yet the slokas 
have manifestly to be connected with what is said in the 
latter half of 6 about the owner of the pard vidyfl Hence 
.Sankara sees himself driven to explain the -slokas m 
8 and 9 (of which a faithful translation is given in Professor 
Max Mil'lers version) as follows 

8 * The subtle old path (1 e the path of knowledge on 
which final release is leached which path is subtle 1 e 
difficult to know, and old 1 e to be known from the eternal 
Veda) has been obtained and fully reached by me On it 
the sages who know Brahman reach final release (svarga 
lokasabda/i sammhitaprakara«lt moksh&bhidhfiyaka/#) 

9 ‘ On that path they say that there is white or blue or 
yellow or green or red (1 e others maintain that the path 
to final release is m accoi dance with the colour of the 
artencs either white or blue &c. but that is false for the 
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paths through the arteries lead at the best to the world of 
Brahman, which itself foims part of the sa*ws&ra), that 
path (1 e the only path to lelease viz the path of true 
knowledge) is found by Brahman, i e by such Brdhmawas 
as through true knowledge have become like Brahman ’ &c 

A significant instance in truth of the straits to which 
thorough going systematisers of the Upamshads see them 
selves leduced occasionally 1 

But we return to the point which just now chiefly interests 
us Whether Sankara s interpretation of the chapter, and 
especially of section 6, be right or wrong so much is 
ceitam that we are not entitled to view all those texts 
which speak of the soul going to the woild of Brah 
man as belonging to the so called lower knowledge be 
cause a few other passages declare that the sage does 
not go to Brahman The text which declares the sage 
fiee from desires to become one with Brahman could not 
without due discrimination, be used to define and limit the 
meaning of other passages met with m the same Upamshad 
even — for as we have remarked above the B«hadara??yaka 
contains pieces manifestly belonging to difieient stages of 
development — much less does it entitle us to put arbitrary 
constructions on passages forming part of other Upamshads 
Historically the disagreement of the various accounts is 
easy to undei stand The older notion was that the soul of 
the wise man proceeds along the path of the gods to Brah 
man s abode A later — and, if we like more philosophic — 
conception is that as Biahman already is a mans Self 
there is no need of any motion on man's part to reach 
Brahman We may even apply to those two views the 
terms apard and parfi. — lower and higher — knowledge But 
we must not allow any commentator to induce us to 
believe that what he fiom his advanced standpoint looks 
upon as an inferior kind of cognition, was viewed in the 
same light by the authors of the Upamshads 

We turn to another Upamshad text likewise touching 
upon the point considered in what precedes viz. the second 
Bi&hmawa of the third adhj aya of the Brthad4ra«yaka. 
The d on there first turns upon the grahas and ati 
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grahas 1 e the senses and organs and their objects and 
Ya^-wavalhya thereupon explains that death by which 
everything is overcome is itself overcome by water for 
death is fire Ihe colloquy then turns to what we must 
consider an altogether new topic Aitabh&ga ashing When 
this man (ayam purusha) dies do the vital spirits depait 
from him 01 not ? and Y^gwavalkya answering No they 
are gathered up in him , he swells, he is inflated inflated 
the dead (body) is lying — Now this is for .Sankara an 
important passage as we have already seen above (p lxxxi) , 
for he employs it m his comment on Ved -sutra IV, a, 13 
for the purpose of proving that the passage B rt Up IV 
4 , 6 really means that the vital spnits do not, at the moment 
of death, depart from the true sage Hence the present 
passage also must refer to him who possesses the highest 
knowledge , hence the ayam purusha must be that man, 

1 e the man who possesses the highest knowledge and the 
highest knowledge then must be found in the preceding 
clause which says that death itself may be conquered by 
water But, as Ramanuja also remarks neithei does the 
context favour the assumption that the highest knowledge 
is referred to nor do the woids of section 11 contain 
any indication that what is meant is the merging of the 
Self of the true Sage tn Brahman With the interpretation 
given by R&mfinqga himself viz that the prfhas do not 
depart from the ^nva of the dying man but accompany it 
into a new body I can agree as little (although he no doubt 
rightly explains the ayam purusha by ' man m general) 
and am unable to see m the passage anything more than a 
crude attempt to account for the fact that a dead body 
appears swollen and inflated — A little further on (section 
13) ArtabMga asks what becomes of this man (ayam 
purusha) when his speech has entered into the fire, his 
breath into the air his eye into the sun, &c So much 
here is clear that we have no right to understand by the 
ayam purusha of section 13 anybody different from the 
‘ ayam purusha of the two preceding sections , in spite of 
this .Sankara— accord mg to whose system the organs of the 
true sage do not enter into the elements but are directly 
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merged m Brahman — explains the ayam purusha of sec- 
tion 13 to be the asawyagdauin 1 e the person who has 
not risen to the cognition of the highest Brahman And 
still a further limiting interpretation is required by the 
system The asaawyagdarrm also — who as such has to 
remain in the sawzsara — cannot do without the organs since 
his .giva when passing out of the old body into a new one 
is invested with the subtle body hence section 13 cannot 
be taken as saying what it clearly does say viz that at 
death the different oigans pass into the different elements 
but as merely indicating that the organs are abandoned by 
the divinities which during lifetime presided ovei them ’ 
The whole third adhy^ya indeed of the Bnhadcirareyaka 
affords ample proof of the artificial chaiacter of Sankara s 
attempts to show that the teaching of the Upamshads 
follows a definite system The eighth br&hma«a for in 
stance is said to convey the doctrine of the highest non- 
lelated Brahman while the preceding brihmawas had treated 
only of Irvara in his various aspects But, as a matter of 
fact brdhma»a 8 after having in section 8 represented 
Brahman as destitute of all qualities proceeds in the next 
section to describe that very same Brahman as the ruler of 
the world By the command of that Imperishable sun and 
moon stand apart &c a clear indication that the author 
of the Upamshad does not distinguish a higher and lower 
Brahman m Sankara s sense — The preceding brihma^a (7) 
tieats of the antary<ltmn, 1 e Brahman viewed as the internal 
ruler of eveiythmg This according to Sankara is the 
lower form of Brahman called 1 jvara but we observe that 
the antaryamin as well as the so-called highest Brahman 
described in section 8 is at the termination of the two 
sections characterised by means of the very same terms 
(7 23 Unseen but seeing unheard but hearing &c Theie 
is no other seer but he theie is no other hearer but he &c 
and 811 That Brahman is unseen but seeing unheard but 
hearing &c There is nothing that sees but it nothing that 
hears but it, &c) — Nothing can be clearei than that all 
these sections aim at describing one and the same being 
and know nothing of the distinctions made by the developed 
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Vedanta however valid the latter nny be from a pm cly 
philosophic point of view 

We may refer to one more similar instance fiom the 
A^andogya Upanishad We there meet m III 14 with 
one of the most famous viclyus describing the nature of 
Brahman called after its leputed author the S&7«filya vidySl 
This small vidya is decidedly one of the finest and most 
characteristic texts it would be difficult to point out 
another passage setting forth with greater force and elo- 
quence and in an equally short compass the central doctrine 
of the Upamsnads Yet this text which beyond doubt 
gives utterance to the highest conception of Brahman s 
nature that JS&«<filya s thought was able to reach is by 
.Sankara and his school again declaied to form part of the 
lowei vidy£ only because it lepresents Brahman as possess 
mg qualities It is according to their terminology not 
gnt na, 1 e knowledge but the injunction of a meieup&sana 
a devout meditation on Brahman in so far as possessing 
certain definite attributes such as having light for its form 
having true thoughts and so on The Rctmamyras, on the 
other hand quote this text with prefeience as cleaily 
describing the nature of their highest, 1 e their one Brah- 
man We again allow that Sankara is free to deny that 
any text which ascribes qualities to Brahman embodies abso- 
lute truth , but we also again remark that there is no leason 
whatever for supposing that Jja?«filya or whoevei may have 
been the author of that vidyi looked upon it as anything 
else but a statement of the highest truth accessible to man 
We return to the question as to the true philosophy of 
the Upamshads, apart fiom the systems of the com men 
tators — From what piecedes it will appear with sufficient 
distinctness that if vve understand by philosophy a philo 
sophical system coheient in all its parts free fiom all 
contradictions and allowing 100m for all the different state- 
ments made in all the chief Upamshads a philosophy ol 
the Upamshads cannot even be spoken of The variou 
lucubrations on Brahman, the woild, and the human soul o 
which the Upan shads consist do not allow themselves tc 
be systematised simply because they were never meant tc 
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form a sy stem S%.nd\\ydi s views as to the nature of 
Brahman did not in all details agree with those of Y&gna. 
valkya and Udddlaka differed from both In this there is 
nothing to wonder at and the burden of proof rests alto 
gether with those who maintain that a large number of 
detached philosophic and theological dissertations ascribed 
to different authors doubtless belonging to different periods 
and not seldom manifestly contradicting each other admit 
of being combined into a perfectly consistent whole 
The question however assumes a different aspect, if we 
take the terms philosophy and 1 philosophical system, not 
in the strict sense m which .Sankara and other commentatois 
aie not afraid of taking them but as implying merely an 
agreement in certain fundamental features In this latter 
sense we may indeed undertake to indicate the outlines of 
a philosophy of the Upamshads only keeping in view that 
precision in details is not to be a med at And he»e we 
finally see ourselves driven back altogether on the texts 
themselves, and have to acknowledge that the help we 
receive from commentators to whatever school they may 
belong is ver / inconsiderable Fortunately it cannot be 
asserted that the texts on the whole oppose very serious 
difficulties to a right understanding, however obscure the 
details often are Concerning the latter we occasionally 
depend entirely on the explanations vouchsafed by the 
scholiasts, but as far as the general drift and spirit of the 
texts are concerned, we are quite able to judge by oui- 
selves and aie even specially qualified to do so by having 
no paiticulai system to advocate 

The point we will first touch upon is the same from which 
we started when examining the doctrine of the Sutras viz 
the question whether the Upamshads acknowledge a higher 
and lower knowledge in Sankaias sense i e a knowledge 
of a higher and a lower Brahman Now this we find not to 
be the case Knowledge is in the Upamshads frequently 
opposed to avidyi by which latter term we have to under- 
stand ignorance as to Brahman, absence of philosophic 
knowledge and again m several places we find the know 
ledge of the sacrificial part of the Veda with its supple- 
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mental y disciplines contrasted as mfenoi with the knowledge 
of the Self, to which lattei distinction the Muw/aka Up 
(I, 4) applies the tenns apai a and para tidy* But a formal 
recognition of the essential difference of Brahman being 
viewed on the one hand as possessing distinctive attributes, 
and on the other hand as devoid of all such attnbutes is not 
to be met with anywhere Brahman is indeed sometimes 
described as sagu?n and sometimes as mrguwa (to use latei 
terms), but it is nowheie said that theieon rests a distmc 
tion of two different kinds of knowledge leading to altogether 
difleient results The know ledge of Biahman is one undei 
whatever aspects it is viewed hence the cncumstancc 
(already exemplified above) that in the same vidy&s it is 
spoken of as saguua as well as nugiwa When the mind 
of the w riter dwells on the fact that Brahman is that from 
which all this woild ouginates and m which it rests, he 
naturally applies to it distinctive attributes pointing at its 
relation to the world , Brahman then is called the Self and 
life of all the inward ruler the omniscient Lord and so on 
When on the othei hand the authoi follows out the idea 
that Brahman may be viewed m itself as the mjstenous 
leality of which the whole expanse of the world is only an 
outward manifestation, then it strikes him that no idea or 
term derived from sensible experience can lightly be applied 
to it, that nothing more may be predicated of it but that it 
is neithei this nor that But these are only two aspects of 
the cognition of one and the same entity 

Closely connected with the question as to the double 
nature of the Brahman of the Upamshads is the question 
as to their teaching Maya — Tiorn Colebiooke downwards 
the majority of Euiopean writers have inclined towaids the 
opinion that the doctrine of MayfL, 1 e of the unreal illusory 
character of the sensible woild, does not constitute a feature 
of the primitive philosophy of the Upamshads, but was 
introduced into the system at some later period whether by 
B&darayana or .Sankara or somebody else The opposite 
view viz that the doctrine of Mfiyi forms an integral 
element of the teaching of the Upamshads is implied m 
them everywhere and enunciated moie or less distinctly in 
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rnoie than one place, has in recent times been advocated 
with much force by Mr Gough in the ninth chaptei of his 
Philosophy of the Upamshads. 

In his Materiaux &c M Paul Rdgmud remarks that 
the doctrine of MiyA, although implied in the teaching 
of the Upamshads could haidly become clear and explicit 
before the system had reached a stage of development 
necessitating a chotce between admitting two co existent 
eternal principles (which became the basis of the S&nkhya 
philosophy) and accepting the predominance of the mtel 
lectual principle which in the end necessauly led to the 
negation of the opposite pi mciple — To the two alterna- 
tives here refericd to as possible we, however have to add 
a third one viz that form of the Vedanta of which the 
theory of the Bh&gavatas or RSm&nugas is the most 
eminent type, and according to which Biahman carnes 
within its own nature an element fiom which the material 
univeise originates, an element which indeed is not an in 
dependent entity like the pradhana of the Sankliyas but 
which at the same time is rot an unreal M&yii but quite as real 
as any other part of Brahman s nature That a doctrine of 
this character actuallydeveloped itself on the basis of theUpa 
nishads is a circumstance which we clearly must not lose sight 
of when attempting to determine what the Upamshads them 
selves are teaching concerning the charactei of the world 

In enquiring whether the Upamshads maintain the Maya 
doctrine or not we must proceed with the same caution as 
regards other parts of the system 1 e vve must lefratnfrom 
using unhesitatingly and without careful consideiation of the 
merits of each individual case the teaching — direct or inferred 
— of any one passage to the end of determining the drift of 
the teaching of other passages We may admit that some 
passages notably of the BnhadSra«yaka contain at any 
rate the germ of the later developed Maya doctrine 1 and 
thus render it quite intelligible that a system like .Sankaras 

1 It is well known that with the exception of the *Sv<.t&rvatarsL and Maitti 
yanfya* none of the chief Upamshads exhibits the word mftyfL The term uidetd 
occurs m one place in the Brthud&rawyaka but that passage is a. quotation 
fiom the Saa«hit$L in which ta&\ 3. means creative power Cp. P Regnaud 
I>jl M&yfl in the Kerne de 1 Histoire de* Religions t x 88 3 ). 




cxvm 


VtDaNTA SU IRA 


should evolve itself among others out of the Upamshads 
but that affords no valid reason r or interpreting M&ya mto 
other texts which give a veiy satisfactory sense without that 
doctrine, 01 are even dearly repugnant to it This leroaik 
applies m the verj fust place to all the accounts of the 
creation of the physical umveise Theie if anywhere the 
illusional character of the world should have been hinted at 
at least had that theoiy been held by the authors of those 
accounts but not a word to that effect is met with anj 
where The most important of those accounts — the one 
given in the sixth chapter of the A/zandogya Upamshad — 
forms no exception There is absolutely no leason to 
assume that the sending forth of the dements from the 
primitive Sat which is theie descubed at length, was by 
the wnter of tnat passage meant to represent a vivarta 
rathei than a pars/rama that the process of the origination 
of the physical universe has to be conceived as anything else 
but a leal manifestation of real powers hidden m the 
pumeval Self The intioductoiy words addressed to 
vSvetaketn by Uddalaka which are generally appealed to as 
intimating the unreal character of the evolution about to be 
described, do not if viewed impartially intimate any such 
thing 1 hoi what is capable of being pioved and mam 
festly meant to be proved by the illustrative instances of 
the lump of clay and the nugget of gold, through which 
there are known all things made of clay and gold ? Merely 
that this whole world has Brahman foi its causal substance 
just as day is the causal matter of every earthen pot, and 
gold of every golden ornament but not that the process 
through which any causal substance becomes an effect is 
an uni cal one We — including Uddalaka — may surely say 
that all earthen pots are in reality nothing but earth — the 
earthen pot being merely a special modification (vik&ra) of 
clay which has a name of its own — without thereby com 
nutting ourselves to the doctrine that the change of foim 
which a lump of clay undeigoes when being fashioned into 
a pot is not leal hut a mere baseless illusion 

In the same light we have to view numerous other passages 

As u demonstrated very u sfa*. only by R&mAnD^iu 
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which set forth the successive emanations proceeding from 
the first principle When foi instance we meet in the KarAa 
Up I, 310 m the serial enumeration of the forms of exist 
ence intervening between the gioss material ivoild and the 
highest Self (the Pei son) with the avyalmta the Unde 
veloped immediately below the puiusha and when again 
the Muw^aka Up II 1, 2 speaks of the high Imperishable 
higher than which is the heavenly Person there is no 
reason whatever to see m that Undeveloped and that 
high Imperishable anything but that real element in 
Biahman from which as in the Ramanuja system the 
material universe springs by a piocess of real development 
We must of couise rendei it quite cleai to ourselves in what 
sense the tei ms real and unreal have to be understood 
The Upamshads no doubt teach emphatically that the 
material world does not owe its existence to any pi mciple 
independent from the Lord like the pradhiina of the 
Sankhyas the world is nothing but a manifestation of the 
Lord s wonderful power and hence is unsubstantial if we 
take the term substance in its strict sense And again 
everything material is immeasurably infenoi in nature to the 
highest spiritual principle from which it has emanated, and 
which it now hides from the individual soul But neither 
unsubstantially nor inferiority of the kind mentioned 
constitutes unreality in the sense in which the Maya of 
.Sankara is unreal According to the latter the whole 
world is nothing but an erroneous appearance as unreal as 
the snake for which a piece of lope is mistaken by the 
belated traveller and disappearing just as the imagined 
snake does as soon as the light of true knowledge has risen 
But this is certainly not the impression left on the mind by 
a comprehensive review of the Upamshads which dwells on 
their general scope and does not confine itself to the undue 
urging of what may be implied in some detached passages 
The Upamshads do not call upon us to look uoon the whole 
world as a baseless illusion to be destroyed by knowledge , 
the great error which they admonish us to relinquish is 
lather that things have a separate individual existence, and 
are not tied together by the bond of being all of them effects 
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of Brahman or Brahman itself The> do not say that true 
knowledge sublates this false world as Sankara says, but 
that it enables the sage to extricate himself from the world 
— the inferior mfiita rupa of Brahman, to use an expression 
of the Brrhad&rawyaka — and to become one with Brahman 
m its highest form We are to see everything tn Brahman 
and Brahman in everything, the natural meaning of this is 
we are to look upon this whole woild as a true manifesta 
tion of Brahman, as sprung from it and animated by it * 
The mayivAdin has indeed appiopriated the above saying 
also and intei pi eted it so as to fall in with his theory but 
he is able to do so only by perverting its manifest sense 
Foi him it would be appropriate to say not that every 
thing we see is m Brahman, but rathei that everything we 
see is out of Brahman viz. as a false appearance spread 
over it and hiding it from us 

Stress has been laid 1 upon certain passages of the 
B rrhad irawyaka which seem to hmt at the unreality of 
this world by qualifying terms indicative of duality or plur 
ality of existence by means of an added ‘ iva, 1 e as it were 
(yatr&nyad ivn sy&t , yatra dvaitam iva bhavati atma 
dhy&yativa lelSyativa) Those passages no doubt leadily 
lend themselves to M4y& interpretations and it is by no 
means impossible that m their authors mind theie was 
something like an undeveloped Maya doctrine I must how 
ever, remnk that they, on the other hand, also admit of 
easy interpretations not m any way presupposing the 
theory of the unreality of the woild If Ya^wavnlkya refeis 
to the latter as that where there is something else as it 
were, where there is duality as it were, he may simply mean 
to indicate that the oidmary opinion according to which 
the individual foims of existence of the world aie opposed 
to each other as altogether separate, is a mistaken one all 
things being one in so far as they spring from— and are 
parts of—Brahman. This would in no way involve duality 
or plurality being umeal in Sankaia s sense, not any more 
than for instance the inodes of Spino/a are unreal because 
according to that philosopher there is only one universal 

1 Gough, Fh oiopby of the Upanisbadi pp 43 ft 
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substance And with regard to the clause the Self thinks 
as it were jl has to be noted that according to the com- 
mentators the as t ■were is meant to indicate that truly 
not the Self is thinking but the up&dhis 1 e especially the 
manas with which the Self is connected But whether 
these up&dhis are the meie offspring of M£y& as .Sankara 
thinks or real forms of existence as Rim^nu^a teaches is 
an altogether different question 

I do not wish, however to urge these last observations 
and am ready to admit that not impossibly those lvas 
indicate that the thought of the wntei who employed them 
was daikly labouring with a conception akin to — although 
much less explicit than — the Maya of Sankara But 
what I object to is that conclusions drawn from a few 
passages of after all doubtful import should be employed 
foi introducing the doctrine into other passages which 
do not even hint at it and are fully intelligible without it 1 

The last important point in the teaching of the Upamshads 
we have to touch upon is the relation of the ^*ivas the in 
dividual souls to the highest Self The special views 
regarding that point held by .Sankara and RS. manuka 
have been stated befoie Confronting their theories with 
the texts of the Upamshads we must, I think admit with 
out hesitation that Sankara s doctrine faithfully represents 
the pi evading teaching of the Upamshads m one important 
point at least, viz therein that the soul or Self of the sage 
— whatever its original relation to Brahman may be — is in 
the end completely merged and indistinguishably lost in the 
universal Self A distinction repeatedly alluded to before 
has indeed to be kept in view here also Certain texts 
of the Upamshads describe the soul s going upwards, on the 
path of the gods to the world of Brahman where it dwells 
for unnumbered years 1 e for ever Those texts as a type 
of which we may take the passage Kaushit Up. I— the 
fundamental text of the Rlmanugas concerning the soul s 

1 I cannot discuss in this place the MilyA passages of the .SvetLrvatan 
and the Maltr&yantya Upamshads Reasons which want of space prevents me 
from setting forth in detail uidnce me to believe that neither of those two 
4 -eg tleser'Hs to be ct l>y it s when wishing to ascertain the tree 

ntufi xrd d of the Upanuhad*. 
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fate after death — belong to an earlier stage of philosophic 
development they manifestly ascribe to the soul a con- 
tinued individual existence But mixed with texts of 
this class there are o hers in which the final absolute 
identification of the individual Self with the universal Self 
is indicated m tei ms of unmistakable plainness He who 
knows Biahman and becomes Biahman he who knows 
Brahman becomes all this as the flowing rivers disappear 
in the sea losing their name and form, thus a wise man goes 
to the divine person And if wc look to the whole, to the 
prevailing spirit of the Upamshads we may call the doctrine 
embodied in passages of the latter nature the doctrine of the 
Upamshads It is moi cover supported by the fiequently 
and clearly stated theory of the individual souls being 
merged in Brahman m the state of deep dreamless sleep 
It is much more difficult to indicate the precise teaching 
of the Upamshads concerning the original relation of the 
individual soul to the highest Self, although there can be 
no doubt that it has to be viewed as proceeding from the 
latter and somehow forming a part of it Negatively we 
are entitled to say that the doctrine according to which 
the soul is merely brahma bhrfintam or brahma miyopi- 
dhikam, is in no way countenanced by the majority of the 
passages bearing on the question If the emission of the 
elements described in the AVstndogya and referred to 
above, is a real process — of which we saw no reason to 
doubt — the ^iva Itman with which the highest Self enters 
into the emitted elements is equally real, a tiue part or 
emanation of Biahman itself 

After having m this way shortly reviewed the chief ele 
ments of Vedantic doctiine according to the Upamshads, we 
may briefly considei .Sankara s system and mode of inter- 
pretation — with whose details we bad frequent opportunities 
of finding fault — as a whole It has been said before that 
the task of reducing the teaching of the whole of the Upa 
mshads to a system consistent and free from contradic 
tions is an jntiinsically impossible one But the task once 
being given we are quite ready to admit that .Sankaia s 
system s most probably the best which can be devised 
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While unable to allow that the Upamshads lecogmse a 
lower and highei knowledge of Brahman in fact the dis 
tmction of a lower and higher Brahman we yet acknowledge 
that the adoption of that distinction furnishes the inter 
pretei with an instrument of extraoidmary power for 
1 educing to an orderly whole the heterogeneous material 
presented by the old theosophic treatises This becomes 
very manifest as soon as we compare Sankaras system 
with that of Ramanuja The latter recognises only one 
Brahman which is as we should say a peisonal God and 
he therefore lays stress on all those passages of the Upam 
shads which ascube to Brahman the attributes of a personal 
God such as omniscience and omnipotence Those passages 
on the other hand, whose decided tendency it is to represent 
Brahman as transcending all qualities as one undifferenced 
mass of impersonal intelligence Ramanuja is unable to 
accept frankly and fairly and has to misinterpret them 
more or less to make them fall in with his system The 
same remark holds good with regard to those texts which 
represent the individual soul as finally identifying itself 
with Biahman , Ramanuja cannot allow a complete identi 
fication but merely an assimilation earned as fai as possible 
.Sankara on the other hand by skilfully 1 mgmg the changes 
on a higher and a lower doctrine somehow manages to find 
room for whatevei the Upamshads have to say Where 
the text speaks of Brahman as transcending all attributes 
the highest doctrine is set forth Where Brahman is called 
the All knowing ruler of the world the author means to 
propound the lower knowledge of the Lord only And 
where the legends about the primary being and its way of 
ci eating the world become somewhat crude and gioss, 
Huawyagarbha and Vna^ aie summoned forth and charged 
with the lesponsibility Of Vira^Mr Gough remarks (p 55) 
that in him a place is piouded by the poets of the Upam 
shads for the purusha of the ancient rt shis, the dtvme being 
out of whom the visible and tangible world pioceeded 
This is quite tiue if only we substitute for the poets o 
the Upamshads the framers of the orthodox Vedanta 
system for the Upamshads gve no md cation whatever 


CXX1V 


VEIM\TA sOtI AS 


that by their purusha they undo stand not the simple old 
purusha but the Virag- occupying a definite position in a 
highly elaborate system , — but the mere phrase providing a 
place intimateswith sufficient clearnessthe nature of the work 
in which systematises of the Ved&ntic doctrine are engaged 
.Sankara s method thus enables him in a certain way to 
do justice to different stages of historical development to 
recognise clearly existing differences which other system 
atisers are intent on obliterating And there has yet to 
be made a further and even more impoitant admission in 
favour of his system It is not only moie pliable more 
capable of amalgamating heterogeneous material than other 
systems, but its fundamental doctrines are manifestly in 
greater harmony with the essential teaching of the Upani 
shads than those of other Vedei.ntic systems Above we were 
unable to allow that the distinction made by .Sankara 
between Brahman and Irvara is known to the Upamshads 
but we must now admit that if foi the purpose of determining 
the nature of the highest being a choice has to be made 
between those texts which represent Brahman as mrgu»a 
and those which asciibe to it peisonal attributes .Sankara 
is right in giving prefcience to texts of the former kind 
The Brahman of the old Upamshads from which the souls 
spring to enjoy individual consciousness tn their waking 
state, and into which they sink back temporarily in the 
state of deep dreamless sleep and permanently m death is 
certainly not represented adequately by the strictly pei 
sonal 1 jvara of R&manu^a who rules the world in wisdom and 
mercy The oldei Upamshads, at any rate, lay very little 
stress upon peisonal attubutes of their highest being, and 
hence .Sankara is right in so far as he assigns to his hypo- 
statised personal Irvara 1 a lower place than to his absolute 
Brahman That he also faithfully represents the prevailing 
spirit of the Upamshads in his theory of the ultimate fate 

1 Their vara who allots to die individual souls their new forms of embodiment 
m strict accordance with their merit or demerit cannot be called anything else 
bat a personil God That this personal conscious being is at the same time iden 
lifted with the totality of the individual souls in the unconscious state of deep 
dr eamless slee p r a nne of tho se eyt raord nary contend cOons which tho ough-gouig 
systematise™ of Vedlutic doctnno are apparently unable to avoid altogethe 
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of the soul we have aheady remarked above And although 
the M&Vet doctnne cannot in my opinion, be said to form 
part of the teaching of the Upamshids it cannot yet be 
asserted to contradict it opeuly, because the very point 
which it is meant to elucidate viz the mode in which the 
physical universe and the multiplicity of individual souls 
originate is left by the Upamshads very much m the dark 
The later giowth of the Mclyd doctnne on the basis of the 
Upamshads is therefoie quite intelligible, and I fully agiee 
with Mi Gough when he says regarding it that there has 
been no addition to the system from without but only a 
development from within no graft but only growth The 
lines of thought which finally led to the elaboration of the 
full-blown Mciyct theory may be traced with considerable 
certainty In the first place, deepening speculation on 
Biahman tended to the notion of adiaita being taken m a 
more and more strict sense as implying not only the ex 
elusion of any second principle external to Brahman but 
also the absence of any elements of duality or plurality in 
the nature of the one universal being itself a tendency 
agreeing with the spirit of a certain set of texts from the 
Upamshads And as the fact of the appearance of a 
manifold world cannot be denied, the only way open to 
thoroughly consistent speculation was to deny at any rate 
its reality and to call it a mere illusion due to an unreal 
principle with which Brahman is indeed associated but 
which is unable to break the unity of Brahmans nature 
just cm account of its own unreality And in the second 
place, a more thorough following out of the conception 
that the union with Brahman is to be reached through true 
knowledge only not unnaturally led to the conclusion that 
what separates us m our unenlightened state from Brahman 
is such as to allow itself to be completely sublated by an 
act of knowledge , is in other words, nothing else but an 
erroneous notion an illusion — A further circumstance which 
may not impossibly have co-operated to further the de- 
velopment of the theory of the world's unreality will be 
referred to later on 1 

That of the tutrix! in which the poin referre d to u the text 
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We hive above been obliged to leave it an open question 
what 1 tnd of Vedanta is lepresentcd bj- tl e Veddnta sfitias 
although rcasoi was shown for the supposition that in some 
important points then teaching is mote closely lelated to 
the system of Ram mu s a thin to that of Sankara If so 
the philosophy of Saul aia would on the whole stand 
nearer to the teaching of the Upanish ids than the Sutras 
of B&daiaya«a This vould indeed be a somewhat un 
expected conclusion — for, judging a prion we should be 
moie inclined to assume a direct propagation of the tiue 
doctrine of the Upamshads through II idar tyawa to .San 
kara — but a prioi 1 considerations have of course no weight 
against positive evidence to the conti aiy Theieare moie 
over other facts in the histoiy of Indian philosophy and 
theology which help us better to appreciate the possibility 
of B&darajawas Sutras alieady setting forth a doctrine 
that lays greater stress on the peisonal charactei of tne 
highest being than is in agreement with the prevailing 
tendency of the Upamshads That the pure doctune of 
those ancient Brahminical treatises underwent at a rather 
early penod amalgamations with beliefs which most pro 
bably had sprung up in altogether diffeient — priestly or 
non priestly — communities is a well known cacumstance 
it suffices for oui purposes to refei to the most eminent of 
the eaity literal y monuments in which an amalgamation of 
the kind mentioned is observable viz the Bhag ivadgit i 
Ihe doctrine of the Bhagavadgitl lepresents a fusion of 
the Biahman theoiy of the Upamshads with the belief in 
a personal highest being— Krishna oi Vishnu — which in 
many respects appioxunates very closely to the system of 
the Bhdgavatas the attempts of i certain set of Indian 
commentators to explain it as setting forth pure Ved&nta, 
i e the pme doctrine of the Upamshads may simply 
be set aside But this same Bhagavadgitl is quoted in 
Badai iya«a s Sfitras (at least according to the unanimous 
explanations of the most eminent scholiasts of diffeient 
schools) as inferior to S’niti only m authority The Sfltras, 

is touched upon will hope form part of tl sccou 1 volume of be translation 
The nine remark api lies to a xnut cot cernlng wh ch further information had 
been \ ro raised above on page ▼ 
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moieover, refer in different places to ceitam Vedantic por 
tions of the Mahdbharata especially the twelfth book 
several of which represent forms of Vedanta distinctly dif 
fering fiom Sankaras teaching and closely related to the 
system of the Bhagavatas 

Facts of this nature — from entering into the details of 
which we are prevented by want of space — tend to mitigate 
the prime! facie strangeness of the assumption that the 
Vedinta shtras which occupy an intermediate position 
between the Upanishads and Sankara should yet diverge 
in their teaching from both The Vedanta of Gaudapada 
and .Sankara would in that case mark a stuctly orthodox 
reaction against all combinations of non Vedic elements of 
belief and doctrine with the teaching of the Upanishads 
But although this form of doctrine has ever since 5anl ara s 
time been the one most generally accepted by Brahminic 
students of philosophy, it has never had any wide leaching 
influence on the masses of India It is too little in sym- 
pathy with the wants of the human heart which aftei 
all are not so very different in India from what they are 
elsewhere Compaiatively few, even m India are those 
who rejoice in the idea of a umveisal non peisonal essence 
in which their own individuality is to be merged and lost 
for ever who think it sweet ‘ to be wrecked on the ocean of 
the Infinite 1 The only forms of Vcdantic philosophy 
which are — and can at any time have been — leally popular, 
are those in which the Brahman of the Upanishads has 
somehow transfoimed itself into a being between which and 
the devotee theie can exist a personal relation love and 
faith on the part of man justice tempered by mercy on the 
part of the divinity The only religious books of widespread 
influence are such as the Ramayan of Tulsidas which lay no 
stress on the distinction between an absolute Brahman mac 
cessible to all human wants and sympathies, and a shadowy 
Loid whose very conception depends on the lllusoiy prin- 
ciple of Mitya, but love to dwell on the delights of devotion 

1 Cosl tra questa 

Iramenaiti s arrtiega 11 pensier tmo 
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to one til wise and merciful ruler who is able and willing to 
lend a gracious eai to the supplication of the worshipper 


The present translation of the Vedanta sutras does not 
aim at rendering that sense which their author may ha\e 
aimed at conveying but strictly follows Sankaras intei - 
pretabon The question as to how far the lattei agrees 
with the views held by BMar^yawa has. been discussed 
above with the result that for the piesent it must, on the 
whole, be left an open one In any case it would not be 
feasible to combine a translation of .Sankara's commentaiy 
with an independent veision of the Sutras which it ex 
plains Similar considerations have determined the method 
followed in lendenng the passage:, of the Upamshads re 
ferred to in the Sfttras and discussed at length by Sankara 
There also the views of the commentator have to be followed 
closely , otherwise much of the comment w ould appear de 
void of meaning Hence, while of course following on the 
whole the cntical translation published by Professoi Max 
Muller in the earlier volumes of this Series, I had in a rot 
inconsiderable number of cases to modify it so as to rendei 
intelligible Sankara s explanations and leasomngs I hope 
to find space in the introduction to the second volume of 
this translation foi making some general lemarks on the 
method to be followed m translating the Upamshads 
I regret that want of space has prevented me from 
extracting fuller notes from latei scholiasts The notes 
given are based, most of them on the tfkfts composed 
by Anandagin and Govind&nanda (the former of which is 
unpublished as yet, so far as I know) and on the BhSmati 
My best thanks are due to Pawfits R&ma Mura Sdstnn 
and Gangldhara i>3stnn of the Benares Sanskrit College, 
whom I have consulted on several difficult passages 
Greater still are my obligations to Pa»/fit Keuava .S&stnn, 
of the same institution, who most kindly undeitook to 
read a proof of the whole of the present volume, and 
whose advice has enabled me to render my version of more 
than one passage more definite or correct 
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SANKARA'S INTRODUCTION 


FIRST ADHYAYA 

FIRST PADA 

Reverence to the August Vasudeva * 

It is a matter not 1 equirwg any proof that the object 
and the subject 1 * whose respective spheres are the notion of 
the ‘ Thou * (the Non-Ego e ) and the * Ego ’ and which are 
opposed to each other as much as darkness and light are, 
cannot be identified All the less can then: respective 
attributes be identified Hence it follows that it is wrong to 
supei impose 3 upon the subject — whose Self is intelligence 
and which has for its sphere the notion of the Ego— the 
object whose sphere is the notion of the Non-Ego, and the 
attributes of the object, and vice versa to superimpose the 
subject and the attributes of the subject on the object In 
spite of this it is on the pait of man a natural * procedure — 

1 The subject is the universal Self whose nature is intelligence 
(Alt) the object composes whatever is of a non intelligent nature 
viz bodies with their sense-oigans, internal organs and the objects 
of the senses, i e the external material world- 

* The object is said to have for its spheie the notion of the thou 
(ynshmat) not the notion of the this oi that (idatn), m order 
better to mark its absolute opposition to the subject or I go Lin 
guage allows of the co-ordination of the pronouns of the first and 
the thud person ( It is I, i I am he who, &c , etc vayam, mie 
vayam hsmahe) but not of the co ordination of the pronouns of the 
first and second person 

a Adhy&sa, literally * superimposition * in the sense of (mistaken) 
ascription or imputation to something, of an essential nature or 
attributes not belonging to it See later on. 

* Natural l e original, beginnwgless for the modes of speech 

B 2 
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which has its cause m wrpng knowledge — not to distinguish 
the two entities (object and subject) and their respective 
attributes although they arc absolutely distinct but to 
superimpose upon each the chaiacfcnsitic nature and the 
attributes of the other, and thus, coupling the Real and the 
Umeal l , to mal e use of expiessions such as That am I 
That is mine® — But what have we to undei stand by the 
term superimposition ? — The apparent presentation m 
the form of remembrance to consciousness of something 
previously observed in some other thing * 

Some indeed define the term ‘ supei imposition as the 
superimposition of the attributes of one thing on another 
thing 4 Others, again define supei imposition as the cnoi 


and action which characterise tnnsxrugrrtoiy evidence hive existed 
with the latter fiom ill eternity 

1 I e the intelligent Self which is the onlj reality and the non real 
objects viz body and so on which aie the pioduct of wrong 
knowledge 

s The bod), &c is my Self, sickness death, children wealth 
6ec belong to my Self 

* Literally ‘ in some other place The clause m the form of 
remembrance is added the Bhamati lemaiks in older to exclude 
those cases where something previously observed is recognised m 
some other thing or place, as when foi instance the generic 
charactei of a cow which was previously observed m a blacl cow 
again presents itself to consciousness in a grey cow 01 when Leva 
datta whom we first saw- is Pa/aliputn again appeals befoie us in 
Mdhishmatl These are cases of recognition where the object pre 
viously observed again presents itself to our senses , while in mere 
remembrance the object previously perceived is not in renewed 
contact with the senses Meie remembrance opeiates in the case 
of adhySsa as when we mistake mothei of peail foi silver which is 
at the lime not piesent but remembered only 

4 1 he so called anyathSkhyativadms maintain that m the act of 
adhyfisa the attributes of one thing silver for instance are super 
imposed on a different thing existing m a different place mother 
of pearl for instance (if we take for our example of adhy&sa the 
case of some man mistaking a piece of mother of peail before him 
for a piece of silver) The tflmakhy&nv&dins maintain that in 
adhyisa the mod fication m the form of silver of the nlemal organ 
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founded on the non appiehension of the difference of that 
which is superimposed fiom that on which it is supei 
imposed 1 Others 3 again define it as the fictitious as 
sumption of attributes contiary to the nature of that thing 
on which something else is superimposed But all these 
definitions agree in so far as they repiesent superimposition 
as the apparent piesentation of the attributes of one thing m 
another thing And therewith agrees also the popular view 
which is exemplified by expression* such as the following 
Mother of peail appears like silver, The moon although 
one only appeals as if she weie double But how is it 
possible that on the interior Self which itself is not an 
object theie should be supeumposed objects and their 
attributes? For every one superimposes an object only on 
such other objects as are placed before him (1 e in contact 
with his sense organs) and you have said before that the 
interior- ibclf which is entirely disconnected from the idea of 
the Thou (the iNon Lgo) is never an object It is not we 
leply, non object m the absolute sense For it is the 
object of the notion of the Fgo 3 and the interior Self is 
well known to exist on account of its immediate (intuitive) 
piesentation 1 Nor is it an exceptionless rule that objects 


is superimposed on Lhe external thm 0 mother of pearl and thus 
iLself appears extei nal Both views fall undei the above definition 

1 This is the definition of the akhyfiuvadins 

2 Some anyathakhyativadms and the Madhyamikas according 
to Ananda Gin 

* The pratyagatman is in reality non object for it is svayam 
praklra self luminous i e the subjective factor in all cognition 
But it becomes the object of the idea of the Fgo m so fai as it is 
limited condiuoned by its adjuncts which are the product of Ne- 
science viz the internal organ the senses and the subtle and gioss 
bodies i e in so far as it is gnva individual or peisonal soul Cp 
Bhfimati pp 22 23 MaLnuiva svayamprakaro jy buddhyfidivi 
shaya\i^jiAuia»fit kntha«i£id asautpratjajavishayo ha;«l aiaspadaw 
£ivi 1U a a A.nLr.r iu /a kshetro^ya ill /HUi} ay-ale 

* 1 1 instated according to the Bluanu We denj the objector 
says, the poss b 1 y of adbyosa in lit case of the Self not on the 
Ground hat s no an obj c localise sc u mnous for that 
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can be superimposed only on such other objects, as are 
before us i e in contact with our sense oigans for non 
discerning men superimpose on the ether which l 1 * not the 
object of sensuous perception dark blue colon'- 
Hence it follows that the assumption of the Non Self 
being superimposed on the interior Sclfis not unreasonable 
This superimposition thus defined learned men consider 
to be Nescience (avidya) and the ascertainment of the tiue 
nature of that which is (the Self) by means of the dtscrimi 
nation of that (which is superimposed on the Self) they 
call knowledge (vidyfi) There being such knowledge 
(neither the Self nor the Non Self) are affected m the least 
by any blemish or (good) quality produced by their mutual 
supenmposition 1 The mutual supei imposition of the Self 
and the Non Self which is termed Nescience, is the pre 
supposition on which there base all the practical distmc 
tions — those made m ordinary life as well as those laid 
down by the Veda — between means of knowledge objects 
of knowledge (and knowing persons) and all scuptural 
texts, whether they are concerned with injunctions and 
prohibitions (of meritorious and non meiitortous actions) 
or with final release 8 — But how can the means of right 


may be an object although it is selflutninous you have shown), 
but on the ground that it is not an object because it is not mam 
fested either by itself or by anything else —It is known or mam 
fest die Ved&ntm replies on account of its immediate presentation 
(aparokshatv&t), 1 e on account of the intuitional knowledge we 
have of it Ananda Gui construes the above clause }n a different 
way asmatpratyayavish'iyatve * py aparohshatvjid ek&nten&vishaya 
tvSbMvSt t'lsmmn ahanHrddj adbyasa it) arthaA Aparokshaham 
api kaw&d Slmano nesh/ana ity IrankySha piatjag&tmcti 

! Tatraivaw sati evambhdtavastulattv£vadhara»e sab. Bba. Tas 
mum adhyftse uktamyft vidy&vmake sati Go YatrStmam hud* 
dhyidau va ^asya buddhydder itmano vSdhyftsaA tena buddhyadi 
na*tman& va kntena janayadidosnessa Aastanyagu#ena AfUmSnfUra& 
va vaatuto na svalpenSpi yu^yate Ananda Gin 
* Whether they belong to the karmakSwrfa i e that part of the 
Veda which enjoins active religious duty or the gnanak&ft/a i e 
that part of the Veda which treats of Brahman. 
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knowledge such as perception inference, &c, and scrip- 
tuial texts have for their object that which is dependent 
on Nescience 1 * * ? — Because, we reply the means of right 
knowledge cannot opeiate unless there be a knowing per- 
sonality, and because the existence of the latter depends 
on the erroneous notion that the body the senses, and so 
on are identical with or belong to the Self of the know mg 
person For without the employment of the senses, per- 
ception and the other means of right knowledge cannot 
operate And without a basis (t e the body s ) the senses 
cannot act Nor does anybody act by means of a body 
on which the nature of the Self is not superimposed 8 
Nor can in the absence of all that 4 * * * the Self which, in its 
own nature is free from all contact become a knowing 
agent And if there is no knowing agent, the means of 
right knowledge cannot operate (as said above) Hence 
perception and the other means of right knowledge, and 
the Vedic texts have for their object that which is de- 
pendent on Nescience (That human cogmtional activity 
has for its presupposition the superimposition described 
above) follows also fiom the non-difference m that respect 
of men from animals Animals when sounds or other 
sensible qualities affect their sense of hearing or other 
senses recede oi advance according as the idea derived 
from the sensation is a comforting or disquieting one A 
cow, for instance when she sees a man approaching with a 
raised stick in his hand thinks that he wants to beat her and 
therefoie moves away while she walks up to a man who 
ad vanc es with some fresh grass in his hand Thus men 
also — who possess a higher intelligence — run away when 

1 It being of course the function of the means of right know- 
ledge to determine Truth and Reality 

* The BMmati takes adbish^anam in the sense of superintend 

ence guidance The senses cannot act unless guided by a supei 

intending principle i e the individual soul 

s If activity could proceed fiom the body itself non identified 

with the Self it would take place in deep sleep also 

* I e m the absence of the mutual superimposition of the Self 

and the Non Self and their altr butes. 
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thej see strong fieice lool mg fellows drawing near with 
shouts and blandishing swords, while they confidently 
approach peisons of cotitiary appearance and behaviour 
We thus see that men and animals follow the same course 
of proccdme with reference to the means and objects of 
knowledge Nou it is well known that the piocedure of 
animals bases on the non distinction (of Self and Non 
Self) we therefoie conclude + hat as they present the 
same appearances men also — although distinguished by 
superior intelligence — proceed with regard to perception 
and so on in the same way as animals do as long that 
is to say as the mutual superimposition of Self and Non 
Self lasts With refeience again to that kind of activity 
which is founded on the Veda (sacrifices and the like) it is 
tiue indeed that the reflecting man who is qualified to enter 
on it, does so not without knowing that the Self has a 
lektion to anothei world > yet that qualification does not 
depend on the knowledge, derivable from the Ved&nta 
texts of the true natuie of the Self as fiee from all wants, 
raised above the distinctions of the Brahmawa and Kshat- 
tnya classes and so on, transcending transmigratory exis 
tence For such knowledge is useless and even contra 
dictory to the claim (on the part of sacrifices &c to 
perfoim ceitam actions and enjoy their fruits) And before 
such knowledge of the Self has arisen, the Vedic texts 
continue m their operation to have foi their object that 
which is dependent on Nescience For such texts as 
the follow mg, ' A BrAhmawa is to acrifice, are operative 
only on the supposition that on the Self are superimposed 
paiticular conditions such as caste stage of life, age out 
ward circumstances, and so on That by superimposition 
we have to understand the notion of something in some 
other thing we have already explained (The superimpo 
sition of the Non Self will be undei stood more definitely 
from the following examples) Extra personal attributes 
aie superimposed on the Self, if a man considers himself 
sound and entire, or the contrary, as long as his wife 
children and so on are sound and entire or not Attn 
butes of the body are supenmposed on the Self if a man 
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thinks of himself (his Self) as stout, lean fair, as standing, 
walking, or jumping Attnbutes of the sense organs, if 
he thinks I am mute or deaf, or one eyed or blind 
Attributes of the internal organ when lie consideis himself 
subject to desire, intention doubt determination and so 
on Thus the pioducer of the notion of the Ego (1 e the 
internal Qigan) is superimposed on the interior Self which 
m leality, is the witness of all the modifications of the 
internal organ and vice versd. the interior Self which is 
the witness of everything is supei imposed on the internal 
oigan the senses and so on In this way theie goes on 
this natural beginning — and endless supei imposition which 
appears in the form of wiong conception, is the cause of 
individual souls appealing as agents and enjoy eis (of the 
1 esults of then actions) and is observed by every one 

With a view to freeing one s self from that wiong notion 
which is the cause of all evil and attaining thereby the 
knowledge of the absolute unity of the Sell the study of 
the Vedanta-texts is begun That all the Veddnta-texts 
have the mentioned purport we shall show in this so called 
i^tiraka mima;«sd' 

Of this Ved&nta mlmft««s& about to be explained by us 
the first Sutra is as follows 

i Then therefore the enquiry into Brahman 

The word then is here to be taken as denoting imme 
diate consecution not as indicating the introduction of a 
new subject to be entered upon, for the enquiry into 
Biahman (moit literally the desire of knowing Brahman) 
is not of that nature 1 2 Nor has the word then the sense 


1 1 he MimamsS i e the enquiry whose aim it is to show that 
the embodied S If i e the individual or personal soul is one with 
Brahman. This MimaffisA being an enquiry into the meaning of the 
Vedlnta portions of the Veda it is also called Vedanta mimlmsl 

* Nadhikirlrthn lti Tatra helur brahmeti AsySrthaA kim 
ay am atharabdo brahms\g?3&ne/(iiMjSA kiw vantarziltaviMrasya 
athaveM&vueshar^gwanasyarambhSrLhaA N&dyaA tasya mlmaz/z 
sapravar 1A as tadapravr. tyalvSd anArabhi atvAt lasyif io taratra 
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of auspiciousness (or blessing) for a word of that meaning 
could not be properly construed as a part of the sentence 
The word ‘then rather acts as an auspicious term by 
being pronounced and heard, merely while it denotes at 
the same time something else, viz immediate consecution as 
said above. That the lattei is its meaning follows more- 
over from the circumstance that the relation m which the 
result stands to the previous topic (viewed as the cause of 
the result) is non sepaiate from the relation of immediate 
consecution 1 

If, then, the word then intimates immediate consecution 
it must be explained on what antecedent the enquiry into 
Brahman specially depends , just as the enquiry into active 
religious duty (which forms the subject of the PftrvS. 
MtmAw*s»L) specially depends on the antecedent reading of 
the Veda The reading of the Veda indeed is the common 
antecedent (for those who wish to entei on an enquiry into 
religious duty as well as for those desirous of knowing 
Brahman) The special question with regard to the enquiry 
into Brahman is whether it presupposes as its antecedent 
the understanding of the acts of religious duty (which is 
acquired by means of the Pftrvd. Mlm&ffisH) To this 
question we reply m the negative because for a man who 
has read the Vedanta parts of the Veda it is possible to 
enter on the enquiry into Brahman even before engaging m 
the enquiry into religious duty Nor is it the purport of 
the word * then ’ to indicate order of succession , a purport 
which it serves in other passages as for instance in the one 
enjoining the cutting off of pieces from the heart and other 


pratyadhikarasam apratip&danit Na dntiyo thaiabderi&nantar 
yoktidvaid vmsb/adhikJhyasamarpa»e s&dhanatatUBhfoj&sampan 
n&na m brabm&dhftadvi£&rayor anarthitv&d viMrSn&rainbh&n na Is 
vi&ravidhivas&d adhikSrf kaipyafc prlrambhasytpi tulyatvad adhi 
k&rum ka. vidhyapekshitop&dhitvSn na triixysk brahma^d£nasy£ 
nandas&ksMtkSratronadhikSryatve* pyaprddh&ny&d atharabdSsam 
bandh&t tasmSn nSrambhSrthateti Ananda Gm 

1 Any relation m which the result 1 e here the enquiry into 
Brahman may stand to some antecedent of which it is the effect 
may be comprised under the relation of iunntaiya. 
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pai ts of the sacrificial animal 1 (For the intimation of order 
of succession could be intended only if the agent in both 
eases were the same but this is not the case), because 
theie is no proof for assuming the enquiry into religious 
duty and the enquiry into Brahman to stand in the rela 
tion of principal and subordinate matter or the relation of 
qualification (for a certain act) on the part of the person 
qua! fied 1 , and because the result as well as the object 
of the enquiry diffeis m the two cases The knowledge of 
active religious duty has for its fruit transitory felicity and 
that again depends on the performance of religious acts 
The enquiry into Brahman on the other hand has foi its 
fiuit eternal bliss and does not depend on the peiformance 
of any acts Acts of religious duty do not yet exist at the 
time when they are enquired into but aie something to 
be accomplished (in the future) for they depend on the 
activity of man In the Brahma m*mfi#zs3 on the other 
hand the object of enquiry, i e Brahman is something 
already accomplished (existent), — for it is eternal, — and 
does not depend on human energy The two enquiries 
differ moieover in so far as the operation of their respective 
fundamental texts is concerned For the fundamental texts 
on which active religious duty depends convey information 
to man in so fai only as they enjoin on him their own 
particular subjects (sacrifices, &c ) while the fundamental 
texts about Brahman meiely instruct man without lay- 
ing on him the injunction of being instructed instruction 
being their immediate result The case is analogous to 
that of the information regarding objects of sense which 
ensues as soon as the objects are approximated to the 
senses It theiefore is requisite that something should be 

' He cuts off from the heart then from the tongue then from 
the breast 

* Where one action is subordinate to another as for instance, the 
offering of the prayS^as is to the dampftrwamasa sacrifice, or where 
one action qualifies a person for another as for instance the offering 
of the darrapfiroamlsa qualifies a man for the performance of the 
Soma sacrifice there is unity of the agent and consequently an mti 
mahon of the order of on of the actions is in its light place. 
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stated subsequent to which the enquuy into Brahman is pro- 
posed — WtU then wc maintain that the antecedent condi 
tions arc the discrimination of what is eternal and what is 
non-eternal the renunciation of ill desire to enjoy the fruit 
(of one s actions) both here and hereafter the acquirement 
of tranquillity self lestramt md tlw other meins 1 and the 
desire of final i dense If these eorditions exist a man 
may either before entcung on an enqunj into active 
religious du“y or aftei that engage in the enqim> into 
Brahman and come to know it but not otherwise The 
word ‘then therefore intimates that the enquuy into 
Brahman is subsequent to the acquisition of the above 
mentioned (spiritual) means 

The word ‘therefoie intimates a leason Because the 
Veda while declaring that the fiuit of the agmhotra and 
similai perfoimances which are means of happiness is non 
eternal (as for instance Kh Up VIII i, 6 As heit on eailh 
whatever has been acquit ed by action perishes so perishes 
in the next world whatevci is acquired by acts of leligious 
duty ), teaches at the same time that the highest aim of man is 
realised by the knowledge of Brahman (as, for instance Taitt 
Up II, i, He who knows Brahman attains the highest ) , 
therefore the enquiry into Brahman is to be undertaken 
subsequently to the acquirement of the mentioned means 

By Brahman is to be understood that the definition of 
which will be given m the next SOtra (I, i, a) , it is therefore 
not to be supposed that the word Brahman may here denote 
something else, as foi instance, the bi ahminical caste I n the 
Suti a the genitive case (of Brahman the literal ti anslation 
of the SCttra being ‘then therefore the desuc of knowledge 
of Biahman ) denotes the object, not something generally 
supplementary (aesha ) , foi the desire of knowledge 

1 The means in addition to rama and dama are discontinuance 
of religious ceremonies (uparati), patience m suffering (tiukshd) 
attention and concentration of the mmd (samMham), and faith 
(rraddha) 

* According to P£«ini II, 3 50 the sixth (gemuve) cast ex 
presses the relation of one thing being generally supplementary 
o or connected wrfto some other thing 
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demands an object of desire and no other such object is 
stated — But why should not the genitive case be taken as 
expressing the general complementary relation (to express 
which is its proper office)? Even in that case it might 
constitute the object of the desire of knowledge since the 
geneial 1 elation may base itself on the more particular 
one — This assumption, we reply, would mean that we 
refuse to take Brahman as the direct object and then again 
indirectly intioduce it as the object an altogether needless 
procedure — Not needless for if we explain the words of 
the Sutia to mean the desue of knowledge connected with 
Biahman we thereby virtually promise that also all the 
heads of discussion which bear on Brahman will be treated — 
This reason also, we reply, is not strong enough to uphold 
your interpretation For the statement of some principal 
matter aheady implies all the secondaiy matters connected 
therewith Hence if Biahman the most eminent of all 
objects of knowledge is mentioned this implies already all 
those objects of enquiry which the enquiry into Brahman 
piesupposes and those objects need therefore not be men 
tioned, especially in the Sutra Analogously the sentence 
there the king is going implicitly means that the king 
together with his retinue is going there Our interpretation 
(according to which the Sutia represents Brahman as the 
dnect object of knowledge) moieovei agiees with Scnpture 
which dnectly represents Brahman as the object of the 
desire of knowledge compare for instance the passage 
e That from whence these beings are born, &c desue to 
know that That is Brahman (Taitt Up III i) With 
passages of this kind the Sutra only agrees if the genitive 
case is taken to denote the object Hence we do take it 
in that sense The object of the desire is the knowledge of 
Brahman up to its complete comprehension desires having 
reference to results 1 Knowledge thus constitutes the 

1 In the case of other transitive verbs object and result may be 
separate , so, for instance when it is said grUmam gzJtkhah the 
village is the object of the action of going and the arrival at the 
village its result But m the case of verbs of desiring object anc 
result coincide. 
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means by which the complete comprehension of Brahman 
is desired to be obtained For the complete comprehension 
of Brahman is the highest end of man since it destroys the 
root of all evil such as Nescience the seed of the entire 
Sa/wsaia Hence the desue of knowing Brahman is to be 
entertained 

But it may be asked, is Brahman known or not known 
(previously to the enquiry into its nature) ? If it is known 
we need not entei on an enquiry concerning it if it is 
not known we can not enter on such an enquiry 

We reply that Brahman is known Brahman, which is 
all knowing and endowed with all powers whose essential 
nature is eternal purity, intelligence and freedom, exists 
For if we consider the derivation of the word 1 Brahman 
from the root brih, ' to be great we at once understand 
that eternal purity and so on, belong to Biahman 1 More 
over the existence of Brahman is known on the ground of 
its being the Self of every one For every one is conscious 
of the existence of (his) Self, and never thinks ‘ I am not * 
If the existence of the Self were not known every one 
would think I am not And this Self (of whose existence 
all are conscious) is Brahman But if Brahman is generally 
known as the Self, there is no room for an enquiry into it 1 
Not so, we reply for there is a conflict of opinions as to its 
special nature Unlearned people and the Lok&yatikas 
are of opinion that the mere body endowed with the quality 
of intelligence is the Self others that the organs endowed 
with intelligence are the Self , others maintain that the inter 
ftal organ is the Self others, again, that the Self is a mere 
momentary idea , otheis, again, that it is the Void Others 
again (to proceed to the opinion of such as acknowledge 
the authority of the Veda), maintain that there is a trans- 
migrating being different from the body, and so on, which is 
both agent and enjoyer (of the fruits of action) , others teach 


1 'That Biahman exists we know, even before entering on the 
Brahma mfmfbssd from the occurrence of the wordm the Veda, &c 
and from the etymology of the woid we at once infer Brahmans 
chief attributes 
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that that being is enjoying only, not acting , others believe 
that in addition to the individual souls, there is an all 
knowing all powerful Lord 1 Others finally {1 e the 
Ved&ntins) maintain that the Lord is the Self of the en 
joyer (1 e of the individual soul whose individual existence 
is apparent only the product of Nescience) 

Thus there are many various opinions basing part 
of them on sound arguments and scriptural texts part of 
them on fallacious arguments and scriptural texts mis 
understood * If therefore a man would embrace some one 
of these opinions without previous consideration, he would 
bar himself fiom the highest beatitude and incur grievous 
loss For this reason the first SCltra proposes under the 
designation of an enquiry into Biahman, a disquisition of 
the Vedinta texts, to be carried on with the help of con- 
formable arguments and having for its aim the highest 
beatitude 

So far it has been said that Brahman is to be enquired 
into The question now arises what the characteristics of 
that Brahman are and the reveiend author of the Sfitias 
therefore propounds the following aphorism 

2 (Brahman is that) from which the origin &c 
(1 e the origin subsistence, and dissolution) of this 
(world proceed) 

The term &c implies subsistence and re-absorption 
That the origin is mentioned first (of the three) depends 
on the declaration of Scripture as well as on the natuial 
development of a substance Scripture declares the ordei 


1 The three last opinions are those of the followers of the 
Njfiya the Sfinkhja and the Yoga philosophy lespectively The 
three opinions mentioned first belong to various materialistic 
schools the two subsequent ones to tw 0 sects of Bauddha philo 
sophers 

* As for instance, the passages this person consists of the 
essence of food , the eye &.c spoke ‘ non*existing this was in 
the beginn ng &c 



10 


VM)\N 1 \ Ui K \ 


of ucccsfuon of origin subs stcncc and dissoh tion n the 
passage Taitt Up III i, From whence these beings Tie 
bom &c And with rcgai d lo the second reason stated, it 
is known that a substiate of qualities can subsist and be 
dissolved only after it has entered, thiough origination 
on the state oi existence The words of this denote 
that substiate of qualities which is piesented to us by 
perception and the other means of right knowledge, the 
genitive case indicates it to be connected with ongtn 
&c The words from which ’ denote the cause The full 
sense of the Sfitra therefore is That omniscient omnipotent 
cause from which proceed the origin, subsistence and dissolu 
tion of this world — which world is differentiated by names 
and foims contains many agents and enjoy ers is the abode 
of the fruits of actions, these fruits having their definite 
places, times and causes and the nature of whose arrange 
pient cannot even be conceived by the mind, — that cause, 
we say is Brahman Since the other forms of existence 
(such as increase decline &c ) are included m origination 
subsistence and dissolution only the thiee lattei aie rcfeired 
to m the Sfitra As the six stages of existence enumerated 
by Y&ska arc possible only during the period of the 
world s subsistence, it might — were they icferred to in the 
Sfitra — be suspected that what is meant are not the origin 
subsistence, and dissolution (of the woild) as dependent on 
the fust cause To preclude this suspicion the Siltra is to 
be taken as refenmg in addition to the worlds ongination 
from Brahman, only to its subsistence in Brahman, and 
final dissolution into Biahman 

The origin &c of a world possessing the attributes 
stated above cannot possibly proceed from anything else 
but a Lord possessing the stated qualities , not either from 
a non intelligent prfidhana 1 * 3 or fiom atoms 01 fiom non 

1 So the compound is to be divided according to An Gi and 
Go the BM proposes another less plausible division 

* According to Nmikta I a the six bh$vavik&r &4 are ortgina 
tion existence modification increase, decrease destruction 

* The pradhfiua, called a so prakrni, is the prim a causal matter 
of the world m the Sdnkhya system It will be fully discussed in 
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being, or from a being subject to transmigration 1 , nor 
again can it proceed from its own nature (1 e spontaneously 
without a cause) since we observe that (for the production 
of effects) special places times and causes have invariably 
to be employed 

(Some of) those who maintain a Lord to be the cause 
of the world a , think that the existence of a Loid different 
fiom meie transmigrating beings can be inferred by 
means of the argument stated just now (without re 
course being had to Scnpture at all) — But it might 
be said, you youiself m the SCttia under discussion have 
meiely brought forwaid the same argument 1 — By no 
means we reply The Sutras (i e hteially 'the strings ) 
have merely the purpose of stringing together the flowers 
of the Vedanta passages In reality the Ved&nta passages 
refeired to by the Sutras are discussed here. For the 
comprehension of Brahman is effected by the ascertain 
ment, consequent on discussion of the sense of the Vedanta 
texts, not either by inference 01 by the other means of 
light knowledge While however the Vedanta passages 
primarily declare the cause of the ongtn &c of the world, 
infeience also being an instrument of right knowledge in 
so fai as it does not contradict the Vedanta texts is not to 
be excluded as a means of confirming the meaning ascer 
tamed Scnpture itself moreover allows aigumentation 
for the passages Bn Up II, 4 5*( the Self is to be heard 
to be considered ) and Kh Up VI 14, 2 ( as the man 
&c having been informed and being able to judge for 
himself would arrive at Gandhira m the same way a man 
who meets with a teacher obtains knowledge ) declare 
that human understanding assists Scnpture 3 

Scriptural text, &c 4 are not in the enquiry mto Brahman, 

laier parts of this work To avoid ambiguities, the term pradhana 
has been left untianslated Cp Sankbya Karika 3 

1 KeXit tu hua«yagarbha»t savisai mam evag-'.aiay ^-agoddhetum 
aZakshate Ananda Gin 

2 Viz the Vaueshikas 

AtmanaA rruter ity arthafc Ananda Gin 

1 Text (or duect statement) suggestive power (Unga) syntactical 
M c 
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the onlv means of knowledge, as they are in the enquuy 
into active duty (i e in the Pfirva Ml mi# si) but scriptural 
texts on the one hand and intuition 1 &c , on the other 
hand aie to be had recourse to according to the occasion 
fiistly, because intuition is the final result of the enquiry 
into Biahman , secondly because the object of the enquiry 
is an existing (accomplished) substance. If the object of 
the knowledge of Brahman were something to be accom 
plished theie would be no reference to intuition and text, 
&c , would be the only means of knowledge The onginar 
tion of something to be accomplished depends, moreover, 
on man since any action either of ordinary life, or dependent 
on the Veda may either be done or not be done, or be done 
m a different way A man for instance, may move on either 
by means of a horse or by means of his feet, or by some 
other means or not at all And again (to quote examples 
of actions dependent on the Veda) we meet m Scripture 
with sentences such as the following At the atiritra he 
takes the shorfann cup and ‘at the atiritra he does not 
take the shor/ann cup,’ or, he makes the oblation after 
the sun has risen, and, ' he makes the oblation when the 
sun has not yet risen Just as in the quoted instances, 
injunctions and prohibitions allowances of optional pro 
cedure, general rules and exceptions have their place, so 
they would have their place with regard to Brahman also 
(if the latter were a thing to be accomplished) But the 
fact is that no option is possible as to whether a substance 
is to be thus ai thus, is to be or not to be All option 
depends' on the notions of man , but the knowledge of the 
real nature of a thing does not depend on the notions of 
man, but only on the thing itself For to think with 
regard to a post ‘this is a post or a man, or something 
else/ is not knowledge of truth the two ideas, * it is a man 
or something else, being false, and only the thud idea, * it 


connection (vakya), &c being the means of proof made use of m 
the Pfirva Mim'WibfL 

1 The so- called sakskitk&ra of Brahmin The &c. comprises 
nference and bo on 
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is a post/ which depends on the thing itself falling under 
the head of true knowledge Thus true knowledge of all 
existing things depends on the things themselves and 
hence the knowledge of Brahman also depends altogetner 
on the thing, i e Brahman itself — But it might be said 
as Brahman is an existing substance, it will be the object 
of the other means of light knowledge also, and from this 
it follows that a discussion of the Vedanta texts is purpose- 
less — This we deny , for as Brahman is not an object of 
the senses, it has no connection with those other means of 
knowledge For the senses have according to their natuie 
only external things foi their objects not Brahman If 
Biahman were an object of the senses, we might perceive 
that the world is connected with Brahman as its effect 
but as the effect only (te. the world) is perceived, it is 
impossible to decide (through perception) whether it is 
connected with Brahman or something else Therefore 
the Sutra under discussion is not meant to propound m 
ference (as the means of knowing Brahman) but rather to 
set forth a Vedanta text — Which, then, is the Vedanta- text 
which the Sfitra points at as having to be considered with 
reference to the characteristics of Brahman? — It is the 
passage Taitt Up III 1 Bhngu Varu#i went to his father 
Varu«a saying, Sir, teach me Brahman, &c , up to ' That 
from whence these beings are born that by which when 
born, they live, that into which they enter at their death, 
try to know that. That is Brahman The sentence finally 
determining the sense of this passage is found III, 6 From 
bliss these beings are born , by bliss when born, they live , 
into bliss they enter at their death Other passages also 
are to be adduced which declare the cause to be the almighty 
Being, whose essential nature is eternal purity, intelligence, 
and freedom 

That Brahman is omniscient we have been made to infer 
from it being shown that it is the cause of the world To 
confirm this conclusion, the Shtrak&ra continues as follows 

3 (The omniscience of Brahman follows) from its 
being the source of Scripture 
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Brahman is the source 1 e the cause of the great body 
of Suipturc consisting of the Rts. \ech and other branches 
which is supported by vatious disciplines (such us grammar 
iiyaya pun« i &c ) , which lamp like illuminates all things 
which is itself all knowing as it were hoi the origin of a 
body of Scnpture possessing the quality of omniscience can 
not be sought elscwhote but in omiiscit.net itself It is 
general 1> undei stood that the mm from whom some special 
body of doctrine refeinng to one piovmce ofl now ledge only 
ongmates as for instance gianmar from Pa«im oossesses 
a more extensive knowledge than his work comprehensive 
though it be what idea, then shall w e have to Form of the 
supreme omniscience and omnipotence of that great Being 
which m sport as it wcie easily as a man sends forth his 
bieath, has produced the vast mass of hoi > texts known as the 
Rig veda &c the mine of all knowledge consisting of mam 
fold branches the cause of the distinction of all the different 
classes and conditions of gods animals and men 1 See what 
Scnpture says about him The Rig veda &c have been 
breathed forth from that great Being (Bn Up II, 4 10) 
Or else we may mtcipret the Sutra to mean that Scripture 
consisting of the Rig veda &c as described above, is the 
source or cause 1 e the means of right knowledge through 
which wc understand the natuie of Brahman So that thi 
sense would be through Scnpture only as a means of know 
ledge Brahman is know n to be the cause of the origin, &c 
of the woild The special scriptural passage meant has been 
quoted under the preceding Sutra from which these brings 
are born &c — But asthe pi eccding Sutra already haspomted 
out a text showing that Scnptuie is the somce of Brahman, 
of what use then is the present Sfttra ? — The words of the pre 
ceding Sutra we reply, did not clearly indicate the scuptural 
passage and room was thus left for the suspicion that the 
origin, &c of the woi Id were adduced meiely as detei mining 
an inference (independent of Scnpture) To obviate this 
suspicion the Sutra under discussion has been propounded 
But, again, how can it be said that Scnpture is the means 
of knowing Brahman? Since it has been declared that 
Scripture aims at action according to the Ptirva MluiAwsa 
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Sutra I a I, As the puiport of Scripture is action those 
scriptural passages whose purport is not action are purpoit 
less ), the Vedanta passages whose purport is not action 
are purportless Oi else if they are to have some sense 
they must eithei by manifesting the agent the divinity or 
the fruit of the action foi m supplements to the passages en 
joining actions, or serve the purpose of themselves enjoining 
a new class of actions, such as devout meditation and the like 
For the Veda cannot possibly aim at conveying infoimation 
regarding the nature of accomplished substances since the 
latter are the objects of perception and the other means of 
pi oof (which give sufficient information about them while 
it is the recognised object of the Veda to give information 
about what is not known from other sources) And if it 
did give such information, it would not be connected with 
things t o be desired or shunned, and thus be of no use to 
man Foi this very reason Vedic passages, such as he 
howled &c which at fiist sight appear purposeless are 
shown to have a purpose m so far as they glorify certain 
actions (cp Pu Mi Su I 2 7 Because they stand in syntac- 
tical connection with the injunctions therefore then purport 
is to glorify the injunctions *) In the same way mantras are 
shown to stand in a certain relation to actions in so far as 
they notify the actions themselves and the means by which 
they are accomplished So for instance, the mantra * For 
strength thee (I cut which accompanies the cutting of a 
branch employed in the dar.raphr»amAsa sacrifice) In 
short no Vedic passage is seen or can be proved to have 
a meaning but in so far as it is related to an action And 
injunctions which are defined as having actions foi then 
objects cannot refer to accomplished existent things 
Hence we maintain that the Ved&nta-texts are mere 
supplements to those passages which enjoin actions noti 
fying the agents, divinities, and results connected with 
those actions Or else if this be not admitted on the 
ground of its involving the introduction of a subject mattei 
foreign to the Ved&nta-texts (viz the subject matter of 
the Karmakfbrrfa of the Veda) we must admit (the second 
of the two altematves proposed above viz. that the 
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Vedinta-texts refer to devout meditation (up 4 san 4 } and 
similar actions which are mentioned in those very (Vedanta) 
texts The result of all of which is that Scripture is not 
the source of Brahman 

To this argumentation the Sfitraklra replies as follows 

4 But that {Brahman is to he known from Scrip- 
ture), because it is connected (with the Vedanta texts) 
as their purport 

The word but is meant to rebut the ptina paksha (the 
prim 4 facie view as urged above). That all knowing all 
powerful Brahman which is the cause of the origin, sub 
sistence and dissolution of the world is known from the 
Ved4nta-part of Scripture How? Because in all the 
Vedanta texts the sentences construe in so far as they 
have for their purport as they intimate that matter (viz 
Brahman) Compare, for instance Being only this was in 
the beginning one without a second (Kk Up VI, % i), 
In the beginning all this was Self one only (Ait Ar II 4, 
i 1) , This is the Brahman without cause and without 
effect, without anything inside or outside , this Self is 
Brahman perceiving everything (B n Up 11,5,19), ‘That 
immortal Brahman is before (Mu Up II a, 11) , and 
similar passages If the words contained in these passages 
have once been determined to refer to Brahman md their 
purport is understood thereby it would be impioper to 
assume them to have a different sense , for that would 
involve the fault of abandoning the direct statements of 
the text in favour of mere assumptions Nor can we con- 
clude the purport of these passage.!, to be the intimation 
of the nature of agents divinities &c (connected with acts 
of religious duty) , for there are certain scriptural passages 
which preclude all actions actors and fruits as for instance 
Brz. Up II 4, Then by what should he see whom? 
(which passage intimates that there is neither an agent nor 
an object of action, nor an instrument) Nor again can 
Brahman though it is of the nature of an accomplished 
tiling be the object of perception and the other of 
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knowledge, for the fact of everything having its Self m 
Biahman cannot be grasped without the aid of the scriptural 
passage ‘That art thou (Kk Up VI 8 7) Nor can it 
rightly be objected that instruction is purpoitless if not 
connected with something either to be striven after or 
shunned , foi from the meie comprehension of Biahman’s 
Self, which is not something either to be avoided 01 
endeavoured after there results cessation of all pain and 
thereby the attainment of mans highest aim That 
passages notifying certain divinities and so on stand m 
suboidinate relation to acts of devout meditation mentioned 
in the same chapters may readily be admitted But it Is 
impossible that Brahman should stand in m analogous 
relation to injunctions of devout meditation foi if the know 
ledge of absolute unity has once arisen there exists no 
longei anything to be desired or avoided, and thereby the 
conception of duality according to which we distinguish 
actions agents, and the like is destroyed If the conception 
of duality 13 once uprooted by the conception of absolute 
unity it cannot arise again, and so no longer be the cause 
of Brahman being looked upon as the complementary 
object of injunctions of devotion Other parts of the Veda 
may have no authority except in so fai as they are con 
nected with injunctions still it is impossible to impugn on 
that ground the authoritativeness of passages conveying 
the knowledge of the Self for such passages have their 
own result Nor, fina^y, can the authoritativeness of the 
Veda be proved by inferential reasoning so that it would 
be dependent on instances obseived elsewhere. From all 
which it follows that the Veda possesses authority as a 
means of right knowledge of Brahman 

Here others raise the following objection — Although the 
Veda is the means of gaming a light knowledge of Brah 
man, yet it intimates Brahman only as the object of certain 
injunctions, just as the mfoimation which the Veda gives 
about the sacrificial post the £havaniya fire and other 
objects not known fiom the practice of common life is 
meiely supplementary to ceita n injunctions 1 Why so? 

So for n stance the passage be carves the sa 


post and 
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Because the Veda has the piuport of either instigating to 
action or restraining from it For men fully acquainted 
uath the object of the Veda have made the following 
declaration The purpose of the Veda is seen to be the 
injunction of actions (Bblshya on 6-aimuu Sittra I i i) 

* Injunction means passages impelling to action (Bh on 
Cairn SQ I i, a) , Of this (w active religious duty) the 
knowledge comes from injunction (part of Casm Sil I, i 5) 
The (words) denoting those (things) are to be connected 
with (+he injunctive verb of the vidhi passage) whose pur 
port is action (Cairn SQ I 1, 25) , * As action is the purport 
of the Veda whatever does not refer to action is purport 
less (Caim Sti 1, 2 1) Theiefore the Veda has a puiport 
in so far only as it rouses the activity of man with regard 
to some actions and restrains it with regard to others , 
other passages (1 e all those passages which are not directly 
injunctive) have a purport only m so far as they supplement 
injunctions and piohibitions Hence the Vedinta texts 
also as likewise belonging to the Veda can have a mean 
mg m the same way only And if then aim is injunc 
tion, then just as the agmhotra oblation and other rites 
are enjoined as means for him who is desirous of the 
heavenly world, so the knowledge of Brahman is enjoined 
as a means for him who is desirous of immortality — But — 
somebody might object — it has been declared that there is 
a difference in the character of the objects enquired into, 
the object of enquiry in the kaima kknd& (that part of 
the Veda which treats of active religious duty) being some- 
thing to be accomplished viz duty, while here the object 
is the already existent absolutely accomplished Brahman 
From this it follows that the fruit of the knowledge of 
Brahman must be of a different nature from the fruit of 
the knowledge of duty which depends on the performance 
of actions 1 — We reply that it must not be such because the 


makes it eight cornered has a purpose only as being supplementary 
to the injunction he lies the victim to the sacrificial post 

1 If the frails of the two ristras were not of a different nature 
there won d be no reason for the distinction of two rdstras if they 
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Ved&nta text? give information about Brahman only in so 
far as it is connected with injunctions of actions We meet 
with injunctions of the following kind, Verily the Self is to 
be seen (Bn Up II 4,5) ‘The Self which is free fiom 
sin that it is which we must search out that it is which 
we must try to understand (Kh Up VIII 1) , ‘ Let a 
man worship him as Self (B n Up I, 4 7) ‘Let a man 
worship the Self only as his true state * (Bn Up I 4 15) , 
He who knows Brahman becomes Brahman (Mix Up III 
2 9) These injunctions rouse in us the desire to know 
what that Brahman is It, therefore, is the task of the 
Vedinta texts to set forth Biahmans nature and they 
perform that task by teaching us that Brahman is eternal 
all knowing absolutely self sufficient evei pure intelli 
gent and fiee, pure knowledge absolute bliss From the 
devout meditation on this Brahman there results as its 
fruit final release which although not to be discerned 
in the ordinary way is discerned by means of the 
s&stra If on the othei hand, the Vedanta texts were 
considered to have no reference to injunctions of actions 
but to contain statements about mere (accomplished) 
things just as if one were saying ‘ the earth comprises seven 
dvipas ' hat king is marching on’ they would be pur 
poitless because then they could not possibly be connected 
with something to be shunned or endeavoured after — Per 
haps it will here be objected that sometimes a mere state 
ment about existent things has a purpose as for instance, 
the affii mation ‘This is a rope, not a snake, serves the 
purpose of removing the fear engendered by an erroneous 
opinion and that so likewise the Vedanta passages making 
statements about the non transmigrating Self have a pur- 
port of their own (without leference to any action) viz 
m so fai as they remove the erroneous opinion of the Self 
being liable to transmigration —We reply that this might 


aie of a different nature, it cannot be said that the knowledge of 
Brahman is enjoined for the purpose of final release in the same 
way as sacrifices are enjoined for the purpose of obtaining the 
heavenly wot d and the ke. 
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be so if just ns the meie hearing of the true nature of the 
rope dispels the fear caused by the imagined snake so the 
mere hearing of the true nature of Brahman would dispel 
the erroneous notion of one s being subject to transmigration 
But this is not the case for we obseive that e\en men to 
whom the true natui e of Brahman has been stated continue 
to be affected by pleasure pain, and the other qualities 
attaching to the transmigratory condition Moreover we 
see from the passage Bn Up. II, 4, 5 The Self is to be 
heaid to be considered to be reflected upon that con 
sideration and reflection have to follow the mere hearing 
From all this it results that the r&stra can be admitted as 
a means of knowing Brahman m so far only is the lattei is 
connected with injunctions 

To all this we the Vedintins, make the follow ng 
reply — The preceding reasoning is not \alid on account 
of the different nature of the fruits of actions on the one 
side, and of the knowledge of Brahman on the othei side 
The enquiry into those actions whethei of body, speech or 
mind which are known from Sruti and Smrzti, and aie 
compiised undei the name 'religious duty (dfnrma) is 
carried on in the Caimini Sutra, which begins with the 
woids then therefore the enquiry into duty the opposite 
of duty also (adharma), such as doing harm, &c , which is 
defined in the prohibitory injunctions, forms an object of 
enquiry to the end that it may be avoided The fruits of duty 
which is good and its opposite which is evil both of which 
are defined by original Vedic statements are generally 
known to be sensible pleasure and pain which make them 
selves felt to body, speech, and mind only aie produced by 
the contact of the organs of sense with the objects and 
affect all animate beings fiom Brahman down to a tuft of 
grass Scupture, agreeing with observation states that 
there are differences in the degree of pleasuie of all em 
bodied creatuies fiom men upwaid to Brahman Fiom 
those differences it is inferred that theie are differences 
m the degrees of the merit acquired by actions in accord 
ance with religious duty therefrom again are inferred 
differences in degree between those qua lficd to perform 
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acts of religious duty Those latter differences are more- 
ovei known to be affected by the desire of certain results 
(which entitles the man so desirous to perform certain 
religious acts) worldly possessions and the like It is 
fuither known fiom Scripture that those only who perform 
sacrifices proceed in consequence of the pie eminence of 
their knowledge and meditation, on the noithern path (of 
the sun, Kh Up V 10, i) while mere minor offerings 
works of public utility and alms only lead through smoke 
and the other stages to the southern path And that there 
also (viz in the moon which is finally reached by those 
who have passed along the southern path) theie are degrees 
of pleasure and the means of pleasure is understood from 
the passage Having dwelt there till their works are con 
sumed Analogously it is understood that the different 
degrees of pleasuie which are enjoyed by the embodied 
creatures from man downward to the inmates of hell and 
to immovable things are the mere effects of religious mei it 
as defined in Vedic injunctions On the other hand flora 
the different degrees of pam endured by higher and lower 
embodied creatures there is infeired difference of degree 
in its cause viz religious dement as defined in the pio 
hibitory injunctions and m its agents This difference in the 
degree of pain and pleasure, which has For its antecedent 
embodied existence, and foi its cause the difference of de 
gree of merit and dement of animated beings liable to 
faults such as ignorance and the like, is well known — from 
Sruti, Srrmti and reasoning — to be non eternal of a fleeting 
changing nature (sawzsira) The following text for instance 
As long as he is in the body he cannot get free from 
pleasure and pam (Kh Up VIII, x 2 1) refers to the saw 
sara state as descubed above From the following passage 
on the other hand, When he is free from the body then 
neither pleasure nor pain touches him, which denies the 
touch of pam or pleasure, we learn that the unerabodied state 
called ‘final release (moksha) is declared not to be the 
effect of leligious incut as defined by Vedic injunctions 
For if it were the effect of merit it would not be denied 
that it is subject to pain and pleasure: Should it be said 
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that the very circumstance of its being an unembodied state 
is the effect of merit, vie reply that that cannot be since 
Scnpture declares that state to be naturally and originally 
an unembodied one The wise who knows the Self as 
bodiless within the bodies as unchangn g among changing 
things as great and omnipresent does never grieve (Ka Up 
II 22), 'He is without bieath without mind, pure (Mu 
Up II, 1 2) , That person is not attached to anything 
(B n Up IV 3 to) 1 All which passages establish the fact 
that so-called release diffeis from all the fnits of action 
and is an eternally and essentially disembodied state 
Among eternal things, some indeed may be 'eternal, al 
though changing (pan«£mimtya), vi/ those the idea of 
whose identity is not destroyed, although they may undergo 
changes, such, for instance, aie earth and the other ele 
ments in the opinion of those who maintain the eternity 
of the world, or the three guwis m the opinion of the 
Setnkhyas But this (moksha) is eternal m the tiue sense 
i e eternal without undergoing any changes (kd/astha 
nitya), omnipresent as ether free from all modifications 
absolutely self-sufficient, not composed of parts, of self 
luminous nature That bodiless entity m fact to which 
merit and demerit with their consequences and threefold 
time do not apply, is called release , a definition agreeing 
with scriptural passages such as the following Different 
fiom merit and dement different from effect and cause, 
different from past and future (Ka Up I 2,14) It 2 (j e 
moksha) is, therefore, the same as Brahman in the enquiry 
into which we are at present engaged If Brahman w eic 
represented as supplementary to ceitain actions and le 

1 The first passage shows that the Sell is not joined lo the gross 
body , the second that it is not joined to the subtle body the third 
that is independent of either 

2 Ananda Gin otmts at&£ His comment is prithigg-t^wiisi 
vishojatv&fc j 4 a dharmSdyTsp/-ish/atva/« brahmawo yuktam itj&ha 1 
tad in l ataA -rabdapi/^e dharmfidyaspawe kannaphalavailaksha«yd.»i 
hetukntam — -The above translation follows Gov mdSnar da's first 
exp anation. Tat kaivalyam b va karmaphalavriakshanalvfld 
ity arthai. 
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lease weie assumed to be the effect of those actions it 
would be non-eternal, and would have to be considered 
meieiy as something holding a pre eminent position among 
the described non-eternal fruits of actions with their various 
degrees But that release is something eternal is acknow 
ledged by whoever admits it at all and the teaching con 
cemuig Brahman can therefore not be merely supplemen- 
tary to actions 

There are moreover a number of sciiptural passages 
which declare release to follow immediately on the cognition 
of Brahman, and which thus preclude the possibility of an 
effect intervening between the two , for instance, * He who 
knows Brahman becomes Brahman (Mu Up. Ill 2, 9), * All 
his woiks perish when He has been beheld, who is the higher 
and the lower (Mu Up II, % 8) , ‘He who knows the bliss of 
Brahman fears nothing 3 (Taitt Up II 9) ‘ 0 Gauaka, you 
have indeed reached fearlessness (B rt Up IV 2 4), That 
Brahman knew its Self only, saying I am Brahman From 
it all this sprang (B? 1 Up I, 4, to) , ' What sorrow what 
trouble can there be to him who beholds that unity ? (tr Up 
7 ) We must likewise quote the passage Bn Up I 4 10 
( Seeing this the ^«hi V&madeva understood I was Manu, 
I was the sun ) in order to exclude the idea of any action 
taking place between ones seeing Brahman and becoming 
one with the universal Self, foi that passage is analogous 
to the following one ‘standing he sings' from which we 
understand that no action due to the same agent inter 
venes between the standing and the smgmg Other scrip 
tural passages show that the removal of the obstacles 
which lie in the way of release is the only firnt of the 
knowledge of Brahman so for instance ‘You indeed are 
our father, you who carry us from oui ignorance to the 
othei shore' (Pr Up VI, 8), I have heard from men like 
you that he who knows the Self overcomes grief I am in 
grief Do, S11 help me over this gnef of mine (Kh Up VII, 
1 » 3) » ‘To him after his faults had been rubbed out, the vener 
able Sanatkum&ra showed the other side of darkness 3 (Kh 
Up VII 26, 2) The same is the purport of the Shtra, sup 
ported by arguments of (Gautama) A&rya, Final release 
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results from the successive removal of wrong knowledge 
faults activity, birth, pain, the removal of each later mem 
ber of the senes depending on the removal of the preceding 
member (Ny 4 y Su. I, I, a) , and wrong knowledge itself is 
removed by the knowledge of ones Self being one with 
the Self of Brahman 

Nor is this knowledge of the Self being one with Brahman 
a mere (fanciful) combination 1 * as is made use of for instance, 
m the following passage ' For the mind is endless, and the 
Vuvedevas are endless and he thereby gams the endless 
world (B rt Up III, 1 , 9)* nor is it an (in 1 eahty unfounded) 
ascription (superimposition) 3 , as in the passages Let him 
meditate on mind as Brahman, and Aditya is Brahman, 
this is the doctrine {Kk Up III, 18 1, 19, 1), where the 
contemplation as Brahman is superimposed on the mind, 
Aditya and so on nor, again, is it (a figurative conception 
of identity) founded on the connection (of the things viewed 
as identical) with some special activity as m the passage 
‘ Air is indeed the absorber , breath is indeed the absorber 1 
{Kk Up IV 3, x , 3) , nor is it a mere (ceremonial) punfi 
cation of (the Self constituting a subordinate member) of 
an action (vis the action of seeing, &c., Brahman) in the 
same way as, for instance the act of looking at the sacti 


1 Sampat. Sampan n&m&lpe vastuny Slambane sam&nyena 
kenaAm mahato vastunaA sampSdanam Ananda Gin 

* In which passage the mind which may be called endless on 
account of the infinite number of modifications it undergoes is 
identified with the Virvedevas which thereby constitute the chief 
object of the meditation the fruit of the meditation being iramor 
tality The identity of the Self with Brahman on the other hand is 
real not only meditatively imagined on account of the attribute of 
intelligence being common to both 

* Adhy&saA r&stratoitasmms taddhlA Sampadi samp&dyaml 
nasya prfidljfinyeninudhyfinain adhyase tu ilambanasyeti vueshaA 
Ananda Gin. 

* Air and breath eacn absorb certain things and are therefore, 

designated by the same term absorber Seyam samvargadmhAr 
v&yau prfine Aa darlrfgataw ^agad dawayati yathigivitmam b rm 
1 araknyayfi amnUtviyaphal&yakalpata m. BhfinuUi. 
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ficial butter 1 For if the knowledge of the identity of the 
Self and Brahman were understood in the way of combina 
tion and the like violence would be done thereby to the 
connection of the words whose object^ in certain passages, it 
clearly is to intimate the fact of Brahman and the Self being 
really identical , so, for instance, m the following passages 
That art thou {Kh Up VI, 8 y) lam Brahman (Bn Up 
1,4 10), This Self is Brahman (Bn Up II 5,19} And 
other texts which declare that the fruit of the cognition of 
Brahman is the cessation of Ignorance would be contradicted 
thereby so, for instance * The fetter of the heart is bioken, 
all doubts are solved (Mu Up II % 8) Nor finally would it 
be possible in that case, satisfactorily to explain the passages 
which speak of the individual Self becoming Brahman 
such as He who knows Brahman becomes Brahman 
(Mu Up III i 9) Hence the knowledge of the unity of 
Brahman and the Self cannot be of the nature of figurative 
combination and the like The knowledge of Brahman 
does, therefore not depend on the active energy of man but 
is analogous to the knowledge of those things which are the 
objects of perception inference and so on and thus depends 
on the object of knowledge only Of such a Brahman or 
its knowledge it is impossible to establish, by reasoning 
any connection with actions 
Nor, again can we connect Brahman with acts by lepre 
senting it as the object of the action of knowing For 
that it wt not such is expressly declareo m two passages 
viz ‘ It is different from the known and again above (1 e 
different from) the unknown (Ken Up I 3), and ‘How 
should he know him by whom he knows all this ? (Bn Up 
II 4 13 ) In the same way Brahman is expressly declaied 
not to be the object of the act of devout meditation, viz in 
the second half of the verse, Ken Up 1 , 5, whose first half 


1 The butter used in the upfimfu/S^a, is ceremonially purified by 
the wife of the sacnficer looking at it , so it might be said, the 
Self of him who meditates orj Brahman, (and who as kartri — agent — 
stands m a subordinate anga relation to the karman of meditation) 
is Ty purified by the cognition of its being one with Brahman 
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declares it not to be an object (of speech, mind, and so oti) 

4 That which is not proclaimed by speech, by which speech 
is proclaimed, that only know to be Brahman, not that 
on which people devoutly meditate as this * If it should 
be objected that if Bxahman is not an object (of speech, 
mind, &c ) the j&stra can impossibly be its source we refute 
this objection by the remark that the atm of the jfistra is 
to discard all distinctions fictitiously created by Nescience 
The £&stra s purport is not to represent Brahman definitely 
as this or that object, its purpose is rather to show that 
Brahman as the eternal subject (pratyag&tman the mward 
Self) is never an object, and thereby to remove the dis 
tinction of objects known, knowers, acts of knowledge, &c , 
which is fictitiously created by Nescience Accordingly the 
j&stra says, *By whom it is not thought by him it is 
thought, by whom it is thought he does not know it un 
known by those who know it it is known by those who do 
not know it * (Ken. Up 1 1 3) , and Thou couldst not see the 
seer of sight, thou couldst not hear the hearer of hearing, 
nor perceive the perceiver of perception, nor know the 
knower of knowledge (B n Up III 4 a) As thereby (t e 
by the knowledge derived from the xdstra) the imagination 
of the transitonness of Release which is due to Nescience 
is discarded, and Release is shown to be of the nature of 
the eternally fiee Self, it cannot be charged with the un 
perfection of non etemality Those, on the .other hand, who 
consider Release to be something to be effected properly 
maintain that it depends on the action of mind, speech, 
or body So, likewise, those who consider it to be a mere 
modification. Non etemality of Release is the certain 
consequence of these two opinions, for we observe in 
common life that things which are modifications such as 
sour milk and the like, and things which are effects such 
as jars, &c aie non-eternal Nor, again, can it be said 
that there is a dependance on action in consequence of 
(Brahman or Release) being something which 13 to be 
obtained 1 , for Brahman constitutes a person s Self it is 

1 An hypothesis which might bo proposed for the of 
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not something to be attained by that person And even if 
Brahman were altogether different from a persons Self 
still it would not be something to be obtained , for as it is 
omnipresent it is part of its nature that it is ever present to 
every one just as the (all pervading) ethei is Nor again, 
can it be maintained that Release is something to be cere 
momally purified and as such depends on an activity 
For ceremonial purification (sa«*sk&ra) results either from 
the accretion of some excellence or from the removal of 
some blemish The former alternative does not apply to 
Release as it is of the nature of Brahman to which no 
excellence can be added, nor again does the latter alter 
native apply, since Release is of the nature of Brahman, 
which is eternally pure — But, it might be said, Release 
might be a quality of the Self which is meiely hidden and 
becomes manifest on the Self being purified by some 
action , just as the quality of clearness becomes manifest 
in a mirror when the mirror is cleaned by means of the 
action of rubbing — This objection is invalid, we reply 
because the Self cannot be the abode of any action. For 
an action cannot exist without modifying that m which it 
abides But if the Self were modified by an action its 
non etemahty would result therefrom and texts such as 
the following unchangeable he is called, would thus be 
stultified an altogether unacceptable result Hence it is 
impossible to assume that any action should abide in the 
Self On the other hand, the Self cannot be purified by 
actiors abiding in something else as it stands in no relation 
to that extraneous something Nor will it avail to point 
out (as a quasi-analogous case) that the embodied Self 
(dehin the individual soul) is purified by certain ritual 
actions which abide in the body such as bathing, rinsing 
ones mouth, wearing the sacrificial thread, and the like. 
For what is purified by those actions is that Self merely 
which is joined to the body, i e the Self in so far as it is 
under the power of Nescience For it is a matter of per- 


obmting the •* '■"to mpfaha of noa-eternahty which results 
from the two preceding h 

r*4i D 
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ception that bathing and similar actions stand m the 
relation of inherence to the body and it is therefore only 
proper to conclude that by such actions only that some 
thing is purified which is joined to the body If a person 
thinks I am free from disease he predicates health of 
that entity only which is connected with and mistakenly 
identifies itself with the harmonious condition of matter 
(i e the body) resulting from appropriate medical treatment 
applied to the body (ue the ‘ I constituting the subject of 
predication is only the individual embodied Self) Analo 
gously that I which predicates of itself, that it is purified by 
bathing and the like, is only the individual soul joined to 
the body For it is only this latter principle of egoity 
(ahawricartri) the object of the notion of the ego and the 
agent m all cognition, which accomplishes all actions and 
enjoys their results Thus the mantras also declare ‘One 
of them eats the sweet fruit, the other looks on without 
eating (Mu Up III, j, i), and ‘When he is in union with 
the body, the senses and the mind then wise people call 
him the Enjoyer (Ka Up III i 4) Of Brahman on the 
other hand, the two following passages declare that it is 
incapable of receiving any accretion and eternally pure 
‘ He is the one God, hidden in all beings, all pervading, 
the Self within all beings, watching over all works dwelling 
in all beings the witness the perceiver the only one , free 
from qualities (Sv Up VI 1 1) and ‘ He pervaded all, 
bright, incorporeal, scatheless, without muscles, pure un 
touched by evil ' (lr Up 8) But Release is nothing but 
being Brahman Therefore Release is not something to be 
purified And as nobody is able to show any other way in 
which Release could be connected with action it is 1m 
possible that it should stand in any even the slightest, 
relation to any action excepting knowledge 

But, it will be said here, knowledge itself is an activity 
of the mind By np means, we reply since the two are 
of different nature An action is that which is enjoined as 
being independent of the nature of existing things and de 
pendent on the energy of some person s mind compare for 
instance the following passages To whichever divinity the 
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offering is made on that one let him meditate when about 
tosayvashaz (Ait Bi&hm III 8 i) and Let him meditate 
in his mind on the sandhy«L Meditation and reflection 
are indeed mental, but as they depend on the (meditating 
&c ) person they may either be performed or not be per 
formed or modified Knowledge on the other hand is the 
result of the different means of (light) knowledge and those 
have for their objects existing things knowledge can there 
fore not be either made or not made or modified but 
depends entirely on existing things and not either on Vedic 
statements or on the mind of man Although mental it 
thus widely differs from meditation and the like 

The meditation, for instance on mam and woman ais fire, 
which is founded on Kh Up V 7 i 8 1 * The fire is man, 
O Gautama , the fire is woman O Gautama is on account 
of its being the result of a Vedic statement, merely an action 
and dependent on man that conception of fire on the other 
hand, which refers to the well known (real) fire is neither 
dependent on Vedic statements nor on man but only on a 
real thing which is an object of perception , it is therefore 
knowledge and not an action The same remark applies to 
all things 'which aie the objects of the different means of 
right knowledge This being thus that knowledge also 
which has the existent Brahman for its object is not de 
pendent on Vedic injunction Hence, although imperative 
and similar forms referring to the knowledge of Brahman 
are found mihe Vedic texts yet they me ineffective because 
they refer to something which cannot be enjoined just as the 
edge of a razor becomes blunt when it is applied to a stone 
For they have for their object something which can neither 
be endeavoured after nor avoided — But what then, it will 
be asked is the purport of those sentences which at any 
rate, have the appearance of injunctions such as, ' The Self is 
to be seen, to be heard about? — They have the purport we 
reply, of diverting (men) from the objects of natural activity 
For when a man acts intent on external things, and only 
anxious to attain the objects of his desire and to eschew 
the objects of his aversion and does not thereby reach the 
highest aim of man although desirous of attaining it such 

D 2 
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texts as ihe one quoted divert him from the objects of 
natural activity and turn the stream of his thoughts on the 
inward {the highest) Self That for him who is engaged 
m the enquiry into the Self, the true natuie of the Self is 
nothing either to be endeavoured after or to be avoided, 
we learn from texts such as the following ‘This every 
thing, all u> that Self (Brt Up II 4 6 ) But when the 
Self only is all this how should he see another, how should 
he know another how should he know the hnower? 
(Bn Up IV 5, 15), ‘This Self is Brahman (Bn Up 
II, 5, r 9 ) That the knowledge of Brahman refers to 
something which is not a thing to be done, and therefore 
is not concerned either with the pursuit or the avoidance 
of any object, is the very thing we admit, for just that 
constitutes our glory that as soon as we comprehend 
Brahman all our duties come to an end and all our work 
is over Thus Sruti says, ‘If a man understands the Self, 
saying, “ I am he, ’ what could he wish or desire that he 
should pme after the body? (Brt Up IV 4, 12) And 
similarly Smfrti declares Having understood this the 
understanding man has done with all work, O Bh&rata* 
(Bha G!t& XV, 20) Therefore Brahman is not represented 
as the object of injunctions 

We now proceed to consider die doctrine of those who 
maintain that there is no part of the Veda which has the 
purport of making statements about mere existent things, 
and is not either an injunction or a prohibition or supple 
mentary to either This opinion is erroneous, because the 
soul (purusha), which is the subject of the Upamshads does 
not constitute a complement to anything else Of that soul 
which is to be comprehended from the Upamshads only, 
which is non-transmigratory, Brahman different in nature 
from the four classes of substances 1 , which forms a topic of 
its own and is not a complement to anything else, of that 

1 Viz things to be onginated (for instance, gha/am karoti) things 
to, be obtained (grdmajK gaiAiati), things to be modified (stivarwaa 
kiuw&daar karoti) and things to be cer fly ponfied (vrfbfn 
prokshati) 



X ADHYA\ A I PADA 4 


37 


soul it is impossible to say that it is not 01 is not apprehended , 
for the passage, That Self is to be described by No no 1 
(B n Up III 9 2 6) designates it as the Self and that the 
Self is cannot be denied The possible objection that 
there is no reason to maintain that the soul is known from 
the Upanishads only since it is the object of self conscious 
ness is refuted by the fact that the soul of which the 
Upanishads treat is merely the witness of that (1 e of the 
object of self consciousness viz the .g'lvatman) Tor neithei 
fiom that part of the Veda which enjoins works noi from 
leasoning anybody apprehends that soul which different 
fiom the agent that is the object of self consciousness 
merely witnesses it which is permanent in all (transitory) 
beings uniform one eternally unchanging the Self of 
everything Hence it can neither be denied nor be repre 
sented as the meie complement of injunctions for of that 
veiy person who might deny it it is the Self And as it is 
the Self of all it can neither be striven after nor avoided 
All perishable things indeed perish because they are mere 
modifications, up to (i e exclusive of) the soul But the 
soul is imperishable 1 as there is no cause why it should 
pensh , and eternally unchanging as there is no cause for 
its undergoing any modification hence it is m its essence 
eternally pure and fiee And from passages, such as 
Beyond the soul theic is nothing this is the goal, the 
highest road (Ka Up I 3 11) and That soul taught in 
the Upanishads I ask thee (Brz Up III 9 26) it appears 
that the attubute of resting on the Upanishads is propeily 
given to the soul, as it constitutes their chief topic "Io 
say therefore that there is no portion of the Veda refemng 
to existing things, is a meie bold asseition 

With legal d to the quotations made of the views of men 
acquainted with the purport of the >Sastia (who alone were 
stated to have declaied that the Veda treats of actions) it is 
to be understood that they having to do with the enquuy 
into duty refer to that part of the Sastra which consists of 

1 Whence it follows that u is not something to be- avoided like 
tram, tory things 
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injunctions and prohibitions "With regard to the other 
passage quoted ( as action it, the purport of the \ eda what 
ever does not refer to action is purportless } we remark 
that if that passage were taken in an absolutely strict sense 
(when it would mean that only those words which denote 
action have a meaning! it would follow that all mfoimation 
about existent things is meaningless 1 If, on the other 
hand the Veda — in addition to the injunctions of activity and 
cessation of activity— -does give mfoimation about existent 
things as being subservient to some action to be accora 
phshed why then should it not give information also about 
the existent eternally unchangeable Self? Foi an existent 
thing about which information is given, docs not become 
an act (through being stated to be subservient to an act) — 
But it will be said although existent things are not acts yet 
as they are mstiu mental to action the information given 
about such things is merely subservient to action — This, 
we reply, does not matter, for although the information 
may be subset vient to action, the things themselves about 
which information is given are already intimated thereby as 
things which have the power of bringing about certain 
actions Their final end (prayqfana) indeed may be sub- 
serviency to some action but thereby they do not cease 
to be, m the information given about them, intimated in 
themselves — Well, and if they are thus intimated, what is 
gained thereby for your purpose 2 ? We reply that the 
information about the Self which is an existing thing not 
comprehended from other sources is of the same nature 
(as the mfoimation about other existent things), for by 
the comprehension of the Self a stop is put to all false 
knowledge, which is the cause of transmigration, and thus a 

1 That for instance in the passage he is to sacnfice with Soma 
the word soma which does not denote an action is devoid of sense 

* I e for the purpose of showing that the passages conveying 
information about Brahman as such are justified You have (the 
objector maintains) proved hitherto only that passages containing 
information about existent things are admissible if those things 
have a purpose, but how does all this apply to the information 
about Brahman of which no purpose has been estab shed ? 
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purpose is established which renders the passages relative 
to Brahman equal to those passages which give information 
about things instmmental to actions Moreover, there are 
found (even in that pait of the Veda which treats of actions) 
such passages as a Brahmawa is not to be killed which 
teach abstinence from certain actions Now abstinence from 
action is neithei action nor mstiumental to action If, 
therefore the tenet that all those passages which do not 
express action are devoid of purport were insisted on it 
would follow that all such passages as the one quoted which 
teach abstinence from action aie devoid of purport— a con 
sequence which is of course unacceptable Nor again, can 
the connexion in which the word ‘not stands with the 
action expressed by the verb is to be killed —which action 
is naturally established 1 * * * * — be used as a reason for assuming 
that ‘ not denotes an action non established elsewhere a , 
different from the state of mere passivity implied in the 
abstinence from the act of killing For the peculiar function 
of the particle ‘not is to intimate the idea of the non 
existence of that with which it is connected and the concep- 
tion of the non-existence (of something to be done) is the 
cause of the state of passivity (Nor can it be objected 
that, as soon as that momentary idea has passed away, the 
state of passivity will again make room for activity for) 
that idea itself passes away (only after having completely 
destroyed the natural impulse prompting to the murder of 
a BreLhma»a &ci, just as a fire is extinguished only after 
having completely consumed its fuel Hence we are of 
opinion that the aim of prohibitory passages, such as ‘a 
Br4hma«a is not to be killed, is a merely passive state 
consisting in the abstinence from some possible action, 
excepting some special cases, such as the so called Pra/&pati- 
vow &c 8 Hence the elm ge of want of purpose is to be 


1 It is naturally established because it has natural motives — 

not dependent on the injunctions of the Veda viz passion and 

the like 

* Elsewhere i e outside the Veda 

* The above discussion of the prohibitoiy passages of the Veda 
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considered as referring (not to the Vedinta passages bu 
only) to ~uch statements about existent things as are of tht 
nature of legends and the like, and do not serve any purpose 
of man 

The allegation that a mere statement about an actually 
existent thing not connected with an injunction of some- 
thing to be done, is purposeless (as, for instance, the state 
ment that the earth contains seven dvipas) has aheady 
been refuted on the ground that a purpose is seen to exist 
in some such statements, as for instance ‘this is not a 
snake, but a rope' — But bow about the objection raised 
above that the information about Brahman cannot be heid 
to have a purpose in the same way as the statement about 
a rope has one because a man even after having heard 
about Brahman continues to belong to this transmigratory 


is of a very scholastic nature, and vanous clauses in it are differently 
interpreted by the different commentators -Sankara endeavours to 
fortify his doctnne, that not all parts of the Veda refer to action by 
an appeal to prohibitory passages which do not enjoin action but 
abstinence from action The legitimacy of this appeal might be 
contested on the ground that a prohibitory passage also (as for 
instance * a Brdhmana is not to be killed f ) can be explained as 
enjoining a positive action viz some action opposed in nature to 
the one forbidden so that the quoted passage might be interpreted 
to mean a determination, &c of not killing a Brfthmawa is to be 
formed , just as we understand something positive by the expression 
'a non Brihmawa, viz some man who is a kshattriya or something 
else To this the answer is that, wherever we cm we must at 
tribute to the word not its pnmaiy sense which is the absolute 
negation of the word to which it is joined , so that passages where 
it is joined to words denoting action must be considered to have 
for their purport the entire absence of action Special cases only 
are excepted, as the one alluded to in the text where certain pro 
Mated actions are enumerated under the heading of vows , for as 
a vow is considered as something positive, the non doing of some 
particular action must there be understood as intimating the per 
foimance of some action of an opposite nature The question as 
to the vanous meanings of the particle not is discussed in all 
treatises on the Fdrvi Mim£j«sa , see, for instance Arthasatngmha 
translation, p 39 ff 


I ADHYAYA, I pAdA 4. 


41 


world? — We reply as follows It is impossible to show 
that a man who has once understood Biahman to be the 
Self belongs to the transmigratory world in the same sense 
as he did before, because that would be contrary to the 
fact of his being Brahman For we indeed observe that 
a person who imagines the body and so on, to consti 
tute the Self, is subject to fear and pam but we have no 
right to assume that the same person after having, by 
means of the Veda comprehended Biahman to be the 
Self, and thus having got over his former imaginings will 
still in the same manner be subject tp pam and fear whose 
cause is wiong knowledge In the same way we see that a 
rich householdei, puffed up by the conceit of his wealth 
is grieved when his possessions are taken from him but we 
do not see that the loss of his wealth equally grieves him 
after he has once retired from the world and put off the 
conceit of his riches And again we see that a person 
possessing a pair of beautiful earrings derives pleasure 
from the proud conceit of ownership , but after he has 
lost the earrings and the conceit established thereon the 
pleasure derived from them vanishes Thus .SYuti also 
declares, ‘When he is fiee from the body then neither 
pleasure nor pain touches him (Kh Up VIII, 12 1) If it 
should be objected that the condition of being free from 
the body follows on death only, we demur since the cause 
of man being joined to the body is wrong knowledge. For 
it is not possible to establish the state of embodiedness upon 
anything else but wrong knowledge And that the state 
of disembodiedness is eternal on account of its not having 
actions for its cause, we have already explained The ob- 
jection again, that embodiedness is caused by the merit and 
dement effected by the Self (and therefore leal), we refute 
by remarking that as the (reality of the) conjunction of the 
Self with the body is itself not established, the circumstance 
of ment and dement being due to the action of the Self is 
likewise not established , for (if we should try to get over 
this difficulty by representing the Sell s embodiedness as 
caused by ment and dement) we should commit the logical 
fault of making embodiedness dependent on ment and de 
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merit and again merit and dement on cmbodicdness And 
the assumption of an endless retiogressivc chim (of cm 
bodied states and merit and dement) would be no better than 
a dnin of blind men (who arc unable to 3e id one another) 
Moreover the Self can impossible become an agent as it 
cannot entei into intimate relation to actions If it should 
be said that the Self may be considered as an agent m the 
same way as kings and othei great people are (who without 
acting themselves mal e othei s act) by their mere presence 
we deny the appositeness of this instance , for kings may 
become agents through their relation to servants whom they 
pioctire by giving them wages &c while it is impossible to 
imagine any tiling, analogous to money which could be the 
cause of a connexion between the Self as lord and the 
bod} and so on (as servants) Wrong imagination, on the 
other hand (of the individual Self, considering itself to be 
joined to the body ) is a manifest reason of the connexion of 
the two (which is not based on any assumption) This ex 
plains also in how far the Self can be considered as the agent 
in sacrifices and similar acts 1 Htie it is objected that the 
Self s imagination as to the body and so on belonging to 
itself is not false but is to be understood in a derived 
(figurative) sense This objection we invalidate by the 
remark that the distinction of deitved and primary senses 
of words is known to be applicable only u here an actual 
difference of things is known to exist We are for instance, 
acquainted with a certain species of animals having a mane 
and so on which is the exclusive primary object of the idea 
and word lion, and we are likewise acquainted with per- 
sons possessing m an eminent degree certain leonine quail 
ties such as fierceness courage &c, here, a well settled 
difference of objects existing, the idea and the name lion 
are applied to those persons in a deuved or figurative sense 
In those cases however, where the difference of the objects 
is not well established, the transfer of the conception and 


1 The Self is the agent m a sacrifice &c only m so far as it 
imagines itself to be joined to a body , which imagination ts finally 
removed by the cognition of Biahman 
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name of the one to the other is not figurative, but simply 
founded on error Such is for instance, the case of a man 
who at the time of twilight does not discern that the object 
before him is a post, and applies to it the conception and 
designation of a man , such is likewise the case of the con- 
ception and designation of silver being applied to a shell of 
mother of pearl somehow mistaken for silver How then 
can it be maintained that the application of the word and the 
conception of the Ego to the body &c , which application 
is due to the non discrimination of the Self ahd the Not- 
Self, is figurative (rather than simply false)? considering 
that even learned men who know the difference of the 
Self and the Not Self confound the words and ideas just 
as common shepheids and goatherds do. 

As therefore the application of the conception of the 
Ego to the body on the pait of those who affirm the 
existence of a Self different from the body is simply false, 
not figurative it follows that the embodiedness of the Self 
is (not real but) caused by wrong conception and hence 
that the person who has reached true knowledge is free 
from his body even while still alive. The same is declared 
in the Sruti passages concerning him who knows Brahman 
And as the slough of a snake lies on an ant hill dead and 
cast away thus lies this body, but that disembodied 
immortal spmt is Brahman only, is only light (B rt Up 
IV 4 7 ), and ‘ With eyes he is without eyes as it were, 
with ear s without ears as it were with speech without 
speech as it were with a mind without mind as it were, 
with vital airs without vital airs as it were Smrrti also 
in the passage where the chaiactenstic marks aie enume 
rated of one whose mind is steady (Bha Gtta II 54); 
declares that he who knows is no longer connected with 
action of any kind Therefore the man who has once com- 
prehended Brahman to be the Self, does not belong to this 
ti ansmigratory world as he did before He on the other 
hand who still belongs to this transmigratory world as 
before, has not comprehended Brahman to be the e 
Thus theie remain no unsolved contradictions 

With reference again to the assertion that Brahman is not 
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fully determined m its own nature, but stinds n* a comple 
mentary relation to injunctions, because the rg abou 
Brahman is to be followed by consxdui+ioa and k feet ton 
we remark that consideration and reflection ire themselves 
merely subservient to the compiehcnsion o f Biahman If 
Brahman after having been comprehended toed in a 
suboidinate relation to some injinctons, i* might be 
said to be merely supplementary But tins is not the case 
since consideration and reflection no less thin rc4 mg are 
subservient to comprehension It follows tint tire -S'astia 
cannot be the means of knowing Brahmin on!v m so far 
as it is connected with injunctions ird tile docti : e that 
on account of the uniform meaning of the Vedanta texts, 
an independent Biahman is to be admi*tec us thereby fully 
established Hence theie is room foi beginning the new 
Vclstra indicated m the first Sutra T1 c i therefore the 
enquiry into Brahman If, on the othei hind, the Ved&nta- 
texts were connected with injunctions a new iastra w ould 
either not be begun at all since the SUtia concerned with 
injunctions has already been introduced by means of the 
first Stitra of the Purva Mfm&iwsi, Inen theieforc the 
enquiry into duty or if it were begun it world be mtro 
duced as follows Then therefote tne enquiry nto the 
remaining duties just as a new portion of the Purva 
MlmSwisA Sfttras is introduced with the words 'Then 
therefore the enquiry into what subserves the purpose of 
the sacrifice, and what subserves the pu pose of nan (Pu 
Mf Sh IV, i, i) But as the compichension of the unity 
of Brahman and the Self has not been propounded (in 
the previous ,S4stra) it is quite appropriate that a new 
Sftstra whose subject is Brahman should be entered upon 
Hence all injunctions and all other means of knowledge 
end with the cognition expressed in the words, I am Brah 
man , for as soon as there supervenes the comprehension 
of the non dual Self which is not either something to be 
eschewed or something to be appropriated, -ill objects and 
knowing agents vanish, and hence there can no longer be 
means of proof In accordance with this they {i e men 
knowing Brahman) have made the following declaration — 
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* When there has arisen (in a man s mind) the knowledge 
I am that which is, Brahman is my Self, ' and when 
owing to the snblation of the conceptions of bodj , relatives, 
and the like the (imagination of) the figurative and the false 
Self has come to an end 1 * , how should then the effect 8 (of 
that wrong imagination) exist any longer? As long as 
the knowledge of the Self, which Scripture tells us to seaich 
after, has not pusen so 'ong the Self is knowing subject 
but that same subject is that which is searched after, viz 
(the highest Self) f ee from all evil and blemish Just as 
the idea of the Self being the body is assumed as valid (in 
ordinary life), so all the ordinary sources of knowledge 
(perception and the like) are valid only until the one Self 
is ascertained' 

(Herewith the section comprising the four Sfttras is 
finished 3 * * ) 

So far it has been declaied that the Ved&nta passages, 
whose purport is the comprehension of Brahman being the 
Self and which have their object therein refer exclusively 
to Brahman without any refeience to actions And it has 
fuither been shown that Brahman is the omniscient omm 
potent cause of the ongtn subsistence, and dissolution of 
the woild But now the S4nkhyas and others being of 
opinion that an existert substance is to be known through 
other means of proof (not through the Veda) infer diffeient 
causes such as the pradhjma and the like and there- 
upon interpret the Ved4nta passages as referring to the 
latter AH the Ved4nta passages they maintain, which 
*reat of the creation of the world distinctly point out that 
the cause (of the world) has to be concluded from the 
effect by snfeience , and the cause which is to be inferred 
is the connexion of the pradhdna with the souls (purusha) 
The followers of Kawida again infer from the very same 


1 The figurative Self, i e the imagination that wife children 

possessions, and the like are a man s Self the false Self i.e the 

imagination tha* the Self acts, suffers, enjoys &c 

* I e, the apparent world wnh all its dutmcUons. 

* The words in parentheses ait not found m the best mannscnptB 



passa^jrs that the Lord is the cffic ent ca isc of the 
world while the atoms are its material cause And thus 
other argumentators also taking their stand on passages 
apparently favounng their views and on fallacious argu 
meats raise various objections For this icason the teacher 
(Vy&sa) — thoroughly acquainted as he is with words pas- 
sages and means of proof — proceeds to state as puma facie 
views and afterwards to refute all those opinions founded 
on deceptive passages and fallacious arguments 1 hereby 
he at the same time proves indirectly that what the Vedanta 
texts aim at is the comprehension of Biahman 

The Sankhyas who opine that the non intelligent pra 
dhdna consisting of three constituent elements (gu«a) is the 
cause of the world argue as follows The Vedanta passages 
which you have declared to intimate that the all knowing 
all-powerful Brahman is the cause of the world can be 
consistently interpreted also on the doctrine of the pra 
diulna being the general cause. Omnipotence (more liter 
ally the possession of all powers) can be ascribed to the 
pradhdna in so far as it has all its effects foi its objects All 
knowingness also can be ascribed to it, vi/ in the following 
manner What you think to be knowledge is m reality 
an attribute of the gu«a of Goodness l , iccoidmg to the 
Smnti passage * fiom Goodness springs knowledge (Bhn 
Git& XIV 17) By means of this attribute of Goodness 
viz knowledge ceitam men endowed with organs which 
are effects (of the pradh&na) aie known as all knowing 
Yogrns , for omniscience is acknowledged to be connected 
with the very highest degiee of ‘Goodness Now to the 
soul (purusha) which is isolated destitute of effected oigans, 
consisting of pure (undifferenced) intelligence it is quite 
impossible to ascribe either all knowingness or limited 
knowledge the pradh&na, on the other hand, because 
consisting of the three guwas comprises also in its pta- 
dhdna state the element of Goodness which is the cause 
of all knowingness The Vedanta passages theiefore in 


The most exalted of the three consu uenl elements whose 
state of equipoise constitutes the pradhanx. 
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a derived (figurative) sense ascribe all knowingness to the 
pradhAna, although it is in itself non intelligent Moreover 
you (the VedAtitm) also who assume an all knowing Brah 
man can ascribe to it all knowingness m so far only as that 
term means capacity foi all knowledge For Brahman 
cannot always be actually engaged in the cognition of 
everything for from this there would follow the absolute 
permanency of his cognition and this would involve a want 
of independence on Brahmans pait with regard to the 
activity of knowing And if you should propose to con 
sider Brahman s cognition as non peimanent it would follow 
that with the cessation of the cognition Brahman itself 
would cease Therefoie all knowingness is possible only 
in the sense of capacity for all knowledge Moreover you 
assume that previously to the origination of the woild 
Brahman is without any instruments of action But with- 
out the body the senses &c winch are the instruments 
of knowledge cognition cannot take place m any being 
And further it must be noted that the pradhAna as con 
sistmg of various elements is capable of undergoing modi 
fications and may therefore act as a (matenal) cause like 
clay and other substances while the uncompounded 
homogeneous Brahman is unable to do so 

To these conclusions he (VyAsa) replies in the following 
Sfltra 

5 On account of seeing (i e thinking being 
attributed in the Upanishads to the cause of the 
world the pradh&na) is not {to be identified with 
the cause indicated by the Upanishads, for) it is 
not founded on Scripture 

It is impossible to find room in the Vedanta texts for 
the non intelligent pradhina, the fiction of the SAfikhyas , 
because it is not founded on Scripture How so? Because 
the quality of seeing i e. thinking is m Scripture ascribed 
to the cause For the passage, Kh Up VI a, (which 
begins ‘Being only my dear, this was in the beginning 
one only without a second,’ and goes on. It thought (saw), 
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may I be many may I "row foith It i>ent forth fire ) 
declares that this world difieiemialed by name ind form 
which is thexe denoted by the woid 'this was before 
its origination identical with the Self of that which is and 
that the prirciple denoted by the term the being (or 
that which lu ) sent forth fire and the other elements after 
having thought The following passage also (' Venly in the 
begmnng all this was Self one only there was nothing 
else blinking whatsoever He thought, shall I send forth 
worlds > He sent forth these worlds Ait II 4 i a) de 
dares the creation to have had thought for its antecedent 
In another passage also (Pi Up VI 3) it 1$ said of the person 
of sixteen parts. He thought &.c He sent forth Pri«a 
By ‘seeing (1 e the verb ‘seeing exhibited in the Sfttra) 
is not meant that particulai veib only but any veibs which 
ha\e a cognate sense just as the verb ‘to sacrifice is 
used to denote any kind of offenng Therefoie other 
passages also whose purport it is to intimate that an all 
knowing Lord is the cause of the world are to be quoted 
heie as foi instance Mu Up 119, From him who 
perceives all and who knows all whose brooding consists 
of knowledge from him is bom that Brahman name and 
form and food 

The argumentation of the Sdnkhyas that the piadh&na 
may be called all-knowing on account of knowledge con- 
stituting an attribute of the gu«a Goodness is inadmissible 
For as m the pradhdna condition the three gu«as are in a state 
of equipoise, knowledge which is a quality of Goodness only 
is not possible 1 Nor can we admit the explanation that the 
pradhdna is all-knowing because endowed with the capacity 
for all knowledge For if in the condition of equipoise of 
the guwas, we term the pradMna all knowing with reference 
to the power of knowledge residing m Goodness we must 
likewise term it little knowing with reference to the power 
impeding knowledge which resides m Passion and Dark 


1 Knowledge can anse only where Goodness is predohhnant 
not where the three qualities mutually counterbalance one an 
other 
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ness Moreover a modification of Goodness which is not 
connected with a witnessing (observing) principle (s&kshin) 
is not called knowledge and the non intelligent pradhina 
is destitute of such a principle It is therefore impossible 
to ascribe to the pradhana all knowingness The case 
of the Yogins finally does not apply to the point under 
consideration for as they possess intelligence, they may 
owing to an excess of Goodness in their nature rise to 
omniscience 1 — Well then (say those S^nkhyas who believe 
m the existence of a Lord) let us assume that the pradhana 
possesses the quality of knowledge owing to the witnessing 
pnnciple (the Lord) just as the quality of burning is im 
parted to an iron ball by fire — *No we reply for if this 
were so it would be more leasonable to assume that that 
which is the cause of the pradh&na having the quality of 
thought 1 e the all knowing primary Brahman itself is 
the cause of the world 

The objection that to Biahman also all knowingness in 
its primary sense cannot be ascribed because if the activity 
of cognition weie peimanent, Brahman could not be con 
sidered as independent with regard to it we lefute as 
follows In what way, we ask the Sankhya is BLah 
man s all knowingness interfered with by a permanent 
cognitional activity? To maintain that he who possesses 
eternal knowledge capable to throw light on all objects 
is not all knowing, is contradictory If his knowledge were 
considered non permanent, he would know sometimes and 
sometimes he would not know from which it would 
follow indeed that he is not all knowing This fault 
is however avoided if we admit Brahman s knowledge 
to be permanent — But it may be objected on this 
latter alternative the knower cannot be designated as 
independent with reference to the act of knowing — Why 
not ? we reply the sun also, although his heat and light 
aie permanent, is nevertheless designated as independent 


1 The excess of Saliva m the Yogm would not enable him to rise 
to omniscience if he did not possess an intelligent pnnciple m 
dependent of Sattva. 
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when we say, he bums, he gives light 1 — But, it will 
again be objected, we say that the sun burns or gives 
light when he stands m 1 elation to some object to be 
heated or illuminated , Brahman on the other hand stands, 
before the creation of the world, m no relation to any object 
of knowledge. The cases are theiefore not parallel — This 
objection too we reply, is not \ahd foi as a matter of fact 
we speak of the Sun as an agent, saving * the sun shines, 
even without reference to any object illuminated by him, 
and hence Brahman also may be spoken of as an agent, 
m such passages as it thought, &c, even without refeience 
to any object of knowledge. If, however, an object is 
supposed to be lequired ( knowing being a transitive 
verb while 'shining is intransitive) the texts ascribing 
thought to Brahman will fit all the better — What then is 
that object to which the knowledge of the Lord can refer 
previously to the origin of the world ? — Name and form we 
reply which can be defined neither as being identical with 
Brahman nor as different from it, unevolved but about to 
be evolved For if as the adherents of the Yoga-rostra 
assume, the Yogins have a perceptive knowledge of the 
past and the future through the favour of the Lord, in 
what terms shall we have to speak of the eternal cognition 
of the ever puie Lord himself whose objects aie the 
creation subsistence and dissolution of the world 1 The 
objection that Brahman pieviously to the origin of the 
world is not able to think because it is not connected with 
a body, &c does not apply, for Biahman whose nature is 
eternal cognition — as the suns nature is eternal luminous 

1 Ananda Gin comments as follows paioktanupapatum ni 
rasitum pr?&4Aati idam lti Pi akntyarthabha vat pratyayartbabhav&d 
vl brahmano sarva^ateti prarnatn eva praka/ayati katham lti Pra- 
thamaiK pratyftha yasjeti Uktaz» vyatirekadvOrl vivmtoti anityatve 
hiti. Dvitiyam raukate ^laneti Svato mtyasySpi ^vlanasya tatta 
darlMvaA&iinnasya Mryatvfit tatra svitantryam pratyayarlho brah 
ma«aA sidhyalfty Sia — The knowledge of Brahman is eternal and 
m so far Brahman is not independent with regaid to it but it is in- 
dependent with regard to each particular act of knowledge the 
verbal affix in g&n&li md eating the particularity of the act. 
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ness — can impossibly stand in need of any instruments oi 
knowledge The transmigrating soul (saws&rm) indeed 
which is under the sway of Nescience &c may require a 
body m order that knowledge may ai lse in it , but not so 
the Lord who is free from all impediments of knowledge 
The two following Mantras also declare that the Lord does 
not require a body and that his knowledge is without any 
obstructions ‘There is no effect and no instrument known 
of him no one is seen like unto him or better , his high power 
is revealed as manifold, as inherent acting a3 knowledge 
and force Grasping without hands, hasting without feet 
he sees without eyes, he hears without ears He knows 
what can be known, but no one knows him , they call him 
the first the great person’ (Sv Up VI, 8 III, 1 9) 

But to raise a new objection, there exists no trans 
migrating soul different from the Lord and obstructed by 
impediments of knowledge for Sruti expressly declares 
that ‘there is no other seer but he, there is no other 
knower but he (Bn Up III 7, a 3) How then can it be 

said that the origination of knowledge in the transmigrating 
soul depends on a body while it does not do so m the case 
of the Lord?— True, we reply There is m reality no 
transmigrating soul different from the Lord Still ihe 
connexion (of the Loid) with limiting adjuncts consisting 
of bodies and so on is assumed just as we assume the ethei 
to enter into connexion with divers limiting adjuncts such 
as jais pots, caves, and the like And just as in con 
sequence of connexion of the lattei kind such conceptions 
and terms as the hollow (space) of a jai, &c are generally 
current although the space inside a jar is not really 
different from universal space, and just as m consequence 
thereof there generally prevails the false notion that there 
are different spaces such as the space of a jar and so on 
so there prevails likewise the false notion that the Lord 
-ind the transmigrating soul are different , a notion due to 
the non discnmination of the (unreal) connexion of the soul 
with the limiting conditions, consisting of the body and so 
on. That the Self although m reality the only e xis t e nce , 
imparts the quality of Selfhood to bod es and the like 

E 2 
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which are hjot Self is a matter of observation and is due 
to mere wrong conception which depends in. its turn on 
antecedent wrong conception And the consequence of the 
soul thus involving itself m the transmigrate^ state is that 
its thought depends on a bodj and the like 

The aveimcnt that the pradhana, because consisting of 
several dements, can, like clay and similar substances 
occupy the place of a cause while the uncompounded 
Bmhman cannot do so is lefuted by the fact of the pra 
dh&na not basing on Sci lpture That mot eovei it is possible 
to establish by argumentation the causality of Biahman but 
not of the piadhana and similar principles the Sutrakdia 
will set forth in the second Adhyaya (II, i 4 Src ) 

Here the Sankhya comes forvvatd with a new objection 
The difficulty staited by you, he says, viz that the non 
intelligent pradhana cannot be the cause of the world 
because thought is ascribed to the latter m the sacred 
texts, can be got over in another way also viz on the 
ground that non intelligent things are sometimes figura 
tively spoken of as intelligent beings We observe, for 
instance, that people say of a river bank about to fall 1 the 
bank is inclined to fall (pipatishati) and thus speak of a 
non intelligent bank as if it possessed intelligence So the 
pradMna also although non intelligent, may when about 
to create, be figuiatively spoken of as thinking Just as in 
oidinary life some intelligent person aftei having bathed 
and dined and formed the purpose of driving in the aftei 
noon to his village necessarily acts according to his 
purpose, so the pradhSna also acts by the necessity of its 
own natuie, when tiansforming itself into the so called great 
principle and the subsequent forms of evolution, it may 
therefoie figuratively be spoken of as intelligent — But what 
reason have you for setting aside the ptimaiy meaning of 
the word thought and foi taking it in a figurative sense ? 
— The obseivation the S&nkhya lephes that fire and water 
also aie figuratively spoken of as intelligent beings in the 
two following scriptural passages, That fire thought , that 
watei thought IK/i Up VI 2^4) We therefrom con 
elude that thoi ght is to be taken n a figurative sense there 
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also wheie Being (Sat) is the agent because it is mentioned 
in a chapter wheie (thought) is geneially taken in a figuia 
tive sense 1 

To this argumentation of the Stnkhya the next S&tra 
replies 

6 If it is said that (the woid seeing ) has a 
figurative meaning \ve deny that on account of the 
woid Self (being applied to the cause of the world) 

Y our assertion that the term Being * denotes the non 
intelligent pradhana, and that thought is ascribed to it in a 
figurative sense only as it is to fire and water is untenable 
Why so ? On account of the term Self For the passage 
Kh Up VI % which begins Being only my dear this 
was in the beginning after having related the cieation of 
fire water, and earth ( it thought &c it sent forth fiie 
&c ) goes on — denoting the thinking principle of which the 
whole chapter treats, and likewise fire water, and eai th, by 
the term divinities —as follows That divinity thought 
Let me now enter those three divinities with this living Self 
(giv a cLtrnan) and evolvenames and forms If we assumed that 
in this passage the non intelligent pradhina is figuratively 
spoken of as thinking we should also have to assume that 
the same pradh&na — as once constituting the subject matter 
of the chaptei — is referied to by the fceim that divinity 
But m that case the divinity would not speak of the 
as Self For by the term Giva we must understand 
according to the received meaning and the etymology of 
the word, the intelligent (pi maple) which rules over the 
body and sustains the vital airs. How could such a 
principle be the Self of the non intelligent pradh&na ? By 
Self we understand (a being s) own nature, and it is clear 
that the intelligent Civa cannot constitute the nature of 
the non intelligent pradhana If, on the othei hand we 
refei the whole chaptei to the intelligent Brahman to 

1 In the second KhaWa of tbe sixth Prapa/^aka of the Kh Up 
aikshata is twice used in a figurative sense (with regard to file 
and water) it is therefore to be understood figuratively in the 
third also where it occurs. 
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which thought m its prtmaiy sense belongs, the use of the 
word ‘SeU with reference to the Giva is quite adequate 
1b.cn again these is the othei passage, That which is that 
subtle essence m it all that exists has its self It is the 
true. It is the Self That ait thou O Avctaketu (A h Up 
VI, 8 7 &c ) Heie the clause It is the Self designates 
the Being of which tl e entire chapter treats, vis the subtle 
Self, b> the woid Self, and the concluding clause, that 
art thou O Avetaketu, declares the intelligent -SVctaketu 
to be of the nature of the Self Fire and water on the 
other hand are non intelligent since they are objects (of 
the romd) and since they are declared to be implicated ta 
the evolution of names and forms And as at the same 
time there is no reason for ascribing to them thought in its 
primary sense — while the employment of the word ‘Seif 
furnishes such a reason with reference to the Sat — the 
thought attributed to them must be explained in a figura 
tive sense like the inclination of the river bank Moreover, 
the thinking on the part of fire and water is to be under 
stood as dependent on their being ruled over by the Sat 
On the other hand the thought of the Sat is on account of 
the word Self, not to be understood in a figurative sense 1 

Here the SeLnkhya comes forward with a new objection 
The word Self' he says, may be applied to the pradfana 
although unintelligent, because it is sometimes figuratively 
used m the sense of ‘that which effects all purposes of 
another, as for instance a king applies the word ‘Self' to 
some servant who carries out all the kings intentions , 1 Bha 
drasena is my (othei) Self For the pradhina which effects 
the enjoyment and the emancipation of the soul, serves the 
latter m the same way as a minister serves his king m the 
affairs of peace and war Or else, it may be said the one 
word ‘Self* may refer to non intelligent things as well as 
to intelligent beings as we see that such expressions as 
* the Self of the elements ' the Self of the senses/ aie made 
use of and as the one word hght (gyotis) denotes a certain 

1 So that on this latter explanation, it is unnecessary to assume 
a figurative sense of the word ‘ thinking in any of the three pas- 
sages 
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sacrifice (the ^yotish/oma) as well as a flame How then 
does it follow from the word ‘ Self that the thinking 
(ascribed to the cause of the \\ orld) is not to he taken in a 
figurative sense? 

To this last argumentation the Sutiak&ra replies 

7 (The pradhina cannot be designated by the 
term Self’) because lelease is taught of him who 
takes his stand on that (the Sat) 

The non intelligent pradhina cannot be the object of the 
term ‘Self because m the passage Kh Up VI a ff where 
the subtle Sat which is under discussion is at fust referred to 
in the sentence, ‘ That is the Self and where the subsequent 
clause ‘That art thou O .SVetaketu declares the intelligent 
Svetaketu to have his abode in the Self a passage sub 
sequent to the two quoted (viz ‘ a man who has a teachei 
obtains true knowledge , for him there is only delay as long 
as he is not delivered, then he will be perfect ) declares 
final release For if the non intelligent pradhina weie 
denoted by the term * Sat, and did compiehend— by means 
of the phrase ‘That art thou — persons desirous of final 
release who as such are intelligent the meaning could only 
be Thou ait non intelligent , so that Scripture would 
vutually make conti adictoiy statements to the disadvantage 
of man and would thus cease to be a means of light know 
ledge But to assume that the faultless .fasti a is not a 
means of right knowledge would be contrary to reason 
And if the j&stra considered as a means of right knowledge 
should point out to a man desirous of lelease, but ignorant 
of the way to it, a non intelligent Self as the leal Self, he 
would — comparable to the blind man who had caught hold 
of the ox s tail 1 — elmg to the view of that being the Self 

1 A wicked man meets in a foiest a blind person who has lost 
his way, and implores him to lead him to his village instead of 
doing so the wicked man persuades the blmd one to catch hold of 
the tail of an ox which he promises would lead him to his place 
The consequence is that the blmd man is owing to his trustfulness, 
led even farther astray and injured by the bushes &c through 
which the ox drags him 
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and thus never be able to reach the reai Self different from 
the false Self pointed out to him hence he would be de 
barred from what constitutes man's good, and would incui 
evil We must therefore conclude that, just as the rash a 
teaches the agmhotra and similar performances m then 
true natuie as means for those who are desnous of the 
heavenly world so the passage ‘that is the Self that art 
thou O .Svetaketu, teaches the Self m its true natuie also 
Only on that condition lelease for him whose thoughts are 
true can be taught by means of the simile m which the 
person to be released is compared to the man grasping the 
heated axe {KJu Up VI, id) For in the other case, if the 
doctrine of the Sat constituting the Self had a secondaiy 
meaning only the cognition founded on the passage that 
ait thou’ would be of the nature of a fanciful combination 
only 1 , like the knowledge derived from the passage, ‘ I am 
the hymn (Ait Ar II i a 6) and would lead to a mere 
transitory reward so that the simile quoted could not 
convey the doctrine of release Therefore the word * Self’ 
is applied to the subtle Sat not in a merely figurative sense 
In the case of the faithful servant on the other hand, the 
word Self can — in such phrases as ‘ Bhadrasena is my 
Self — be taken in a figurative sense, because the diffeience 
between mastei and servant is well established by per 
ception Moreovei to assume that, because woids are 
sometimes seen to be used in figuiative senses a figurative 
sense may be lesorted to m the case of those things also 
foi which words (i e Vedic woids) are the only means of 
knowledge is altogether indefensible foi an assumption of 
that nature would lead to a general want of confidence 
The assertion that the word Self may (primarily) signify 
what is non intelligent as well as what is intelligent, just as 
the woid gy otis signifies a certain sacufice as well as 
light, is inadmissible, because we have no right to attribute 
to woids a plurality of meanings Hence (we rather 
assume that) the word ‘ Self’ in its pnmaiy meaning lefers 
to what is intelligent only and is then, by a figurative 
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attribution of intelligence applied to the elements and the 
like also whence such phrases as ‘ the Self of the elements, 
the Self of the senses And even if we assume that the 
word Self* primarily signifies both classes of beings, we 
are unable to settle in any special case which of the two 
meanings the woid has, unless we are aided either by the 
general heading under which it stands or some determina 
tive attributive word But in the passage under discussion 
there is nothing to determine that the word refers to 
something non intelligent, while on the other hand, the 
Sat distinguished by thought forms the general heading, 
and .SVetaketu, i e a being endowed with intelligence, is 
mentioned in close proximity That a non intelligent Self 
does not agree with 5vetaketu, who possesses intelligence, 
we have already shown All these circumstances determine 
the object of the word Self here to be something mtelli 
gent The woid ‘^yotis does moreover not furnish an 
appropnate example, for accoidmg to common use it has 
the settled meaning of light only, and is used in the 
sense of sacnfice only on account of the arthav&da assuming 
a similarity (of the sacnfice) to light 

A different explanation of the Sflltra is also possible 
The preceding Sutra may be taken completely to refute all 
doubt* as to the word f Self having a figurative or double 
sense, and then the present Sutra is to be explained as con 
taming an independent reason, proving that the doctrine 
of the ptadhetna being the geneial cause is untenable 

Hence the non intelligent piadhina is not denoted by 
the word * Self This the teacher now proceeds to prove 
by an additional reason 

8 And (the pradMna cannot be denoted by the 
word 1 Self ) because there is no statement of it 
having to be set aside 

If the pradhana which is the Not Self were denoted bj 
the term 1 Being (Sat), and if the passage ‘That is th 
Self that art thou, O SVetaketu, referred to the pradhana 
the teacher whose wish it is to impart instruction about th 


5 « 


VEDAJNTA ‘sOTRAS 


true Bnhimn would subsequently declare that the pradhAna 
is to be set aside ^and the true Biahman to be considered) 
for otherwise his pupil, having received the instruction 
about the pradh&na might take his stand on the latter 
looking upon it as the Non Self In ordinary life a man who 
wishes to point out to a friend the (small) star Arundhati 
at first directs his attention to a big neighbouring star 
saying ‘that is Arundhati although it is really not so, 
and theieupon he withdraws his first statement and points 
out the real Arundhati Analogously the teacher (if he 
intended to make his pupil understand the Self through 
the Non Self) would m the end definitely state that the 
Self is not of the natuie of the piadhAna But no such 
statement is made for the sixth PrapAn&aka arrives at a 
conclusion based on the view that the Self is nothing but 
that which is (the Sat) 

The word and (m the Sfttra) is meant to notify that 
the contiadiction of a previous statement (which would be 
implied in the rejected interpretation) is an additional 
reason fov the rejection Such a contradiction would result 
even if fc xt weic stated that the pradhAna is to be set aside 
For in the beginning of the Prapir/iaka it is intimated that 
through the knowledge of the cause everything becomes 
known Compare the following consecutive sentences 
* Have you ever asked for that instruction by which we 
hear what cannot be heard by which we perceive what 
cannot be perceived, by which we know what cannot 
be known ? What is that instruction ? As, my dear, by 
one clod of day all that is made of day is known, the 
modification (i e the effect) being a name merely which 
has its ongm in speech while the truth is that it is day 
merely Ac Nowiftheteim Sat denoted the pradhAna 
which is meiely the cause of the aggregate of the objects 
of enjoyment its knowledge whether to be set aside or not 
to be set aside could never lead to the knowledge of the 
aggregate of enjoyers (souls) because the latter is not an 
effect of the pradhAna Therefore the pradhAna is not 
denoted by the term ' Sat ’ — For this the SAtrakAra gives 
a further reason 
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9 On account of (the individual Soul) going to 
the Self (the Self cannot be the pradh&na) 

With leference to the cause denoted by the woid Sat, 
Scripture says * When a man sleeps heie, then my dear he 
becomes united with the Sat he is gone to his own (Self) 
Therefoi e they say of him, ‘ he sleeps ’ (svapiti) because he 
is gone to his own (svam aptta) {Kh Up VI 8 i ) This 
passage explains the well known verb to sleep with refer 
ence to the soul The word his own, denotes the Self which 
had before been denoted by the word Sat, to the Self he (the 
individual soul) goes l e into it it is resolved accoidtng to the 
acknowledged sense of api l which means ‘ to be resolved 
into The individual soul (glva. ) is called awake as long as 
being connected with the various external objects by means 
of the modifications of the mind — which thus constitute 
limiting adjuncts, of the soul — it appiehends those external 
objects and identifies itself with the gross body which is 
one of those external objects 1 When, modified by the 
impressions which the externa! objects have left it sees 
dreams, it is denoted by the term 4 mind 2 * When on the 
cessation of the two limiting adjuncts (l e the subtle and 
the gioss bodies) and the consequent absence of the modi 
fications due to the adjuncts it is in the state of deep sleep 
merged in the Self as it were, then it is said to be asleep 
(resolved into the Self) A similar etymology of the word 
hrzdaya is given by jruti That Self abides in the heart 
And this is the etymological explanation he is in the 
heart (Imdi ayam) {Kh Up VIII 3 3) The words 
asanAya and udanyd are similarly etymologised ' water is 
carrying away what has been eaten by him ' fire carries 
away what has been drunk by him-' {Kh Up VI 8 3 3) 

Thus the passage quoted above explains the resolution (of 
the soul) into the Self denoted by the term ‘Sat, by means 
of the etymology of the word ‘ sleep ’ But the intelligent 

1 So according to the commentators not to accept whose guidance 

m the translation of scholasuc definitions is rather hazardous A 

simpler translation of the clause might however be given 

* W th reference to Kh Up VI 8 a 
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Self can cleaily not i evolve itself into the non intelligent 
pradhS.ua If again, it were said that the piadhana is 
denoted bj the word f own, because belonging to the Self 
(as being the Seif s own) thei e w ould remain the same ab 
surd statement as to an intelligent entity being resolved into 
a non-mtelligent one Moreovei another scriptural passage 
(viz ‘ embiactd by the intelligent — pr^/ia — Self he knows 
nothing that is without nothing that is w ithm * B n Up 
IV 3 z i) declares that the soul in the condition of dream 
less sleep is resolved into an intelligent entity Hence that 
into which all intelligent souls are resolved is an intelligent 
cause of the world denoted by the word 4 Sat ’ and not the 
pradhitna — A further reason for the pradh&na not being the 
cause is subjoined 

io On account of the umfoimitj of view (of the 
Vedanta texts Brahman is to be considered the 
cause) 

If as m the aigu mentations of the logicians, so in the 
Vedanta texts also theie were set forth different views con 
cernmg the nature of the cause some of them favouring the 
theory of an intelligent Biahman being the cause of the 
world others inclining towaids the pradhana doctrine, and 
otheis again tending m a different direction , then it might 
perhaps be possible to interpret such passages as those, which 
speak of the cause of the woild as thinking, in such a manner 
as to make them fall m with the pradhina theory But the 
stated condition is absent since all the Vedanta texts uni 
formly teach that the cause of the world is the intelligent 
Brahman Compare for instance As from a burning fire 
sparks pioceed in all directions, thus from that Self the 
pr£»as proceed each towards its place , horn the prawas the 
gods fiom the gods the worlds (Kau Up III, 3) And 
from that Self sprang ether (Taitt Up II, 1) And ‘all 
this springs from the Self ( Kk Up VII, 0,6 x) And this 
pi&na. is born from the Self’ (Pr Up III, 3) all which 
passages declare the Self to be the cause That the word 
Self denotes an intelligent be ng we have already shown 
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And that all the Vedinta texts advocate the same view as 
to an intelligent cause of the woild greatly strengthens their 
claim to be considered a means of right knowledge, just 
as the coi responding claims of the senses are strengthened 
by their giving us information of a uniform character re 
garding colour and the like The all knowing Brahman is 
therefore to be considered the cause of the world on account 
of the uniformity of view (of the Ved&nta texts} —A further 
reason for this conclusion is advanced 

1 1 And because it is directly stated m Scripture 
(therefore the all knowing Brahman is the cause of 
the world) 

That the all knowing Lord is the cause of the woild is 
also declared m a text directly referring to him (viz the 
all-knowing one) viz in the following passage of the man 
tropamshad of the SVetd.rvataras (VI, 9} where the woid 
‘he refers to the pieviously mentioned all-knowing Loid, 

1 He is the cause the lord of the lords of the organs and 
theie is of him neither parent nor loid It is therefore 
finally settled that the all knowing Brahman is the general 
cause not the non intelligent pradhdna or anything else 

In what precedes we have shown, availing ourselves of 
appropriate arguments that the Ved&nta texts exhibited 
under SCitras I 1-11 aie capable of proving that the all 
knowing all powerful Lord is the cause of the origin, 
subsistence, and dissolution of the world And we have 
explained by pointing to the prevailing uniformity of view 
(I 10) that all Ved&nta texts whatever maintain an mtellt 
gent cause The question might therefore be asked ‘What 
reason is theie for the subsequent part of the VedSnta 
sfttras?' (as the chief point is settled already) 

To this question we reply as follows Brahman is appre 
bended undei two forms , in the first place as qualified by 
limiting conditions owing to the multiformity of the evolu- 
tions of name and foim (1 e the multiformity of the created 
world , m the second place as being the opposite of this 
1 e. free from all lim t ng condit ons whatevei Compare 
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the follow ng passages B rt Up IV 5 15 For where 
there is dualitj as it were then one sees the other but 
when the Self only is all this, how should he see another? ’ 
Kk Up VII 24 J, Where one sees nothing else, heais 
nothing else, understands nothing else that is the greatest 
Where one Sees something else, hears something else, under 
stands something else, that is the little The greatest is 
immortal , the little is mortal , Taitt Ar III, 12 7, 'The 
wise one, who having produced all forms and made all 
names sits calling (the things by their names *) , Sv Up 
VI, 19 Who is without parts, without actions, tranquil 
without faults without tamt, the highest bridge of immor 
tahty, like a fire that has consumed its fuel , Bit Up II, 
3, 6, * Not so, not so , Bit Up III, 8, 8 It is neither 
coarse nor fine neither short nor long and defective is one 
place, perfect the other All these passages with many 
others, declaie Brahman to possess a double nature, accord- 
ing as it is the object either of Knowledge or of Nescience 
As long as it is the object of Nescience, there aie applied to 
it the categories of devotee, object of devotion, and the 
like 1 2 * The different modes of devotion lead to different 
results, some tQ exaltation, some to gradual emancipation, 
some to success in works, those modes are distinct on 
account of the distinction of the different qualities and 
limiting conditions 4 And although the one highest Self 
only 1 e. the Lord distinguished by those different qualities 
constitutes the object of devotion, still the fruits (of devotion) 
are distinct, according as the devotion refers to different 
qualities Thus Scripture says, ‘According as man wor- 
ships him, that he becomes , and ‘ According to what his 
thought is in this woild, so wi'l he be when he has departed 

1 The wise one, 1. e the highest Self, which as ^ivfttman is con 
versant with the names and forms of individual things 

! I e it is looked upon as the object of the devotion of the 
individual souls, while in reality all those souls and Brahman 

are one 

1 Qualities, 1 e the attributes under which the Self is meditated 
on limiting conditions lc the locahtes h as the heart and 
the hke — which in p ous m n are ascr bed to the Self 
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this life (Kh Up III, 14 1) Snwiti also makes an analo 
gous statement Remembering whatever form of being 
he leaves this body in the end into that fotra he enteis 
being impressed with it through his constant meditation' 
(Bha Gitd VIII 6) 

Although one and the same Self is hidden in all beings 
movable as well as immovable yet owing to the gradual 
rise of excellence of the minds which form the limiting 
conditions (of the Self), Scripture declares that the Self, 
although eternally unchanging and unifoim reveals itself 1 
in a graduated series of beings and so appears in forms of 
various dignity and power, compare for instance (Ait Ar II 
3, 2 , 1) He who knows the higher manifestation of the Self 
in him 2 &c Similarly Smroti remarks ‘ Whatever being 
there is of power, splendour 01 might know it to have 
sprung from portions of my glory (Bha Giti X 41) a 
passage declaring that wherevei them is an excess of power 
and so on there the Lord is to be worshipped Accordingly 
heie (1 e in the Sfltras) also the teacher will show tha + the 
golden person in the disc of the Sun is the highest Self on ac 
count of an indicating sign viz the circumstance of his being 
unconnected with any evil (Ved Su I 1 20) , the same is to 
be observed with regard to I 1 a a and other Sutras And 
again an enquny will have to be undeitaken into the meaning 
of the texts in ordei that a settled conclusion may be reached 
concerning that knowledge of the Self which leads to mstan 
taneous release for although that knowledge is conveyed 
by means of various limiting conditions, yet no special con 
nexion with limiting conditions is intended to be intimated 
m consequence of which there arises a doubt whether it (the 


1 Amnda Gin reads avish/as) a for avishkntasya 

* Cp the entire passage All things are manifestations of the 
highest Self under certain limiting conditions but occupying differ 
ent places in an ascending scale In unsentient things stones &.c 
only the saM, the quality of being manifests itself, in plants 
animals and men the Self manifests itself through the vital sap 
m animals and men there is understanding , higher thought in man 
alone 
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knowledge) has the higher or the lower Brahman for its 
object, so for instance in the case of Sutra I i 1a 1 From 
all this it appears that the follow ing part of the Sastra has 
a special object of its own viz to show that the Vedinta 
texts teach, on the one hind Brahman as connected with 
limiting conditions and forming an object of devotion, and 
on the other hand as being free from the connexion with 
such conditions and constituting an object of knowledge 
The refutation moreover of non-intclligent causes different 
from Brahman, which in I i 10 was based on the uniformity 
of the meaning of the Ved&nta texts will be further detailed 
by the Sutrakira, who while explaining additional passages 
relating to Biahman, will preclude all causes of a nature 
opposite to that of Brahman 

12 (The Self) consisting of bliss (is the highest 
Self) on account of the repetition (of the word ‘ bliss 
as denoting the highest Self) 

The Taittinya-upaxushad (II, 1-5), after having enume 
rated the Self consisting of food, the Self consisting of the 
vital airs the Self consisting of mind and the Self consisting 
of understanding says * Different from this which consists of 
understanding is the other inner Self which consists of bliss 
Here the doubt arises whether the phrase, * that which con 
sists of biiss, denotes the highest Brahman of which it had 
been said previously, that It is true Being, Knowledge, with 
out end, 01 something different from Brahman just as the 


1 Ananda Giri on the preceding- passage beginning from thus 
here also na kevalam dvamdhyam brahma«a/z jrutismntyor eva 
siddhaiw iu» tu sfttraknto pi matam lty iha, evam it! rrutismntyor 
iva prakrz'te *pi jllstre dvauftpjam brahma/10 bhavati, tatra sopa 
dhikabrahmavishayam antastaddharmadhikara/zam ud&harati 4 di 
tyeti , uktanyayavz tulyadereshu prasfirayati evam iti , sopadfukopa 
dejavan mrup&dhikopadejaiw darrayati evam ltyddint Stma^wSham 
mmetavyam iti sambandhaA nirnayaprasangam iha pareti, an 
nnmay^dyupldhidvdroktasya katham paravidyUvishayatvam tatriha 
upSdhiti miaa>'akramanifiha vSkyeti ukt^ithamadhikara«a/«kva 
silty Ssankyoktam yatheti 
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Self consisting of food, &c is different from it — The 
purvapakshm maintains that the Self consisting of bliss is a 
secondary (not the principal) Self and something diffeient 
from Biahman as it forms a link m a series of Selfs 
beginning with the Self consisting of food which all are 
not the principal Self To the objection that even thus the 
Self consisting of bliss may be considered as the primary 
Self since it is stated to be the innermost of all he replies 
that this cannot be admitted, because the Self of bliss is 
declared to have joy and so on for its limbs and because it 
is said to be embodied If it were identical with the primary 
Self joy and the like would not touch it but the text 
expiessly says Joy is its head and about its being em 
bodied we read Of that former one this one is the em 
bodied Self (Taitt Up II 6) 1 e of that former Self of 
Understanding this Self of bliss is the embodied Self And 
of what is embodied the contact with joy and pain cannot 
be prevented Therefore the Self which consists of bliss is 
nothing but the transmigrating Soul 
To this reasoning we make the following reply — By the 
Seif consisting of bliss we have to understand the highest 
Self ‘on account of repetition* For the woid bliss is 
repeatedly applied to the highest Self So Taitt Up II 
7 where, after the clause That is flavour — which refers 
back to the Self consisting of bliss and declares it to be of 
the nature of flavour — we read, ‘For only after having 
perceived flavour can any one perceive delight Who could 
breathe, who could breathe forth if that Bliss existed not in 
the ethei (of the heart) ? Bor he alone causes blessedness 
and again, II, 8, Now this is an examination of Bliss , 
He reaches that Self consisting of Bliss and again II 9 
He who knows the Bliss of Brahman fears nothing , and 
m addition He understood that Bliss is Brahman (III 6) 
And m anothei scriptural passage also (Bn Up. Ill 9 38) 

‘ Knowledge and bliss is Brahman, we see the word bliss 
applied just to Brahman As therefore the word bliss 
is repeatedly used with reference to Brahman we conclude 
that the Self consisting of bliss is Brahman also The 
objection that the Self co of bliss can only denote 

[34] 
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the secondary Self {the SwKsftnn) because it forms a 
link m a senes of secondary Selfs, beginning with the 
one consisting of food, is of no foice for the reason that 
the Self consisting of bliss is the innermost of all The 
S&stra, wishing to convey information about the primaiy 
Self adapts itself to common notions, in 30 far as it 
at first refers to the body consisting of food which, 
although not the Self is by very obtuse people identified 
with it, it then proceeds from the body to another Self, 
which has the same shape with the preceding one, just as 
the statue possesses the foim of the mould into which the 
molten brass had been poured , then again, to another one, 
always at first representing the Non Self as the Self, for the 
purpose of easier comprehension , and it finally teaches that 
the innermost Self 1 , which consists of bliss is the real Seif 
Just as when a man desirous of pointing out the star 
Arundhati to another man at first points to several stars 
which are not Arundhati as being Arundhati, while only the 
star pointed out in the end is the real Arundhati so here 
also the Self consisting of bliss is the real Self on account of 
its being the innermost {i.e the last) Nor can any weight 
be allowed to the objection that the attribution of joy and 
so on as head, &c cannot possibly refer to the real Self, 
for this attribution is due to the immediately preceding 
limiting condition (viz the Self consisting of understanding, 
the so-called vig-wfttiakosa) and does not ically belong to the 
real Self The possession of a bodily nature also is ascribed 
to the Self of bliss only because it fs lepresented as a link 
in the chain of bodies which begins with the Self consisting 
of food and is not ascribed to it in the same direct sense in 
which it is predicated of the transmigrating Self Hence 
the Self consisting of bliss is the highest Brahman 

*3 If (it be objected that the term inandamaya 
consisting of bliss can) not (denote the highest Self) 
on account of its being a word denoting a modifici- 


1 After which no other Self is mentioned 



i adiiyAya i pAda 15 


67 


tion (or product) (we declare the objection to be) 
not (valid) on account of abundance (the idea of 
which may be expressed by the affix maya ) 

Here the purvapakshin raises the objection that the word 
iLnandamaya (consisting of bliss) cannot denote the highest 
Self — Why ? —Because the word inandamaya is understood 
to denote something different fiom the original word (1 e 
the word inanda without the derivative affix maya) viz a 
modification according to the leceived sense of the affix 
maya Anandamaya therefore denotes a modification just 
as annamaya (consisting of food) and similar words do 

This objection is however not valid, because maya is 
also used in the sense of abundance 1 e denotes that where 
there is abundance of what the original word expiesses So, 
for instance, the phiase ‘ the sacrifice is annamaya means 
the sacrifice is abounding in food J (not is some raodifica 
tion 01 product of food ) Thus here Brahman also, as 
abounding in bliss is called inandamaya That Brahman 
does abound in bliss follows from the passage (Taitt Up 
II, 8), where after the bliss of each of the different classes 
of beings, beginning with man has been declared to be a 
hundred times greatei than the bliss of the immediately 
preceding class, the bliss of Brahman is finally proclaimed to 
be absolutely supreme Maya therefore denotes abundance 

14 And because he is declared to be the cause of 

it, (1 e. of bliss , therefore maya is to be taken as 
denoting abundance) " 

Maya must be understood to denote abundance, foi that 
reason also that Scripture declares Brahman to be the cause 
of bliss For he alone causes bliss (Taitt Up II 7) 
For he who causes bliss must himself abound in bliss 
just as we infer in ordinary life that a man who enriches 
otheis must himself possess abundant wealth As there- 
fore maya may be taken to mean ‘ abundant the Self 
consisting of bliss is the highest Self 

15 Moreover (the inandamaya is Brahman be- 

T 2 



68 


vedanta-sOtras 


cause) the same (Brahman) which had been referred 
to in the mantra is sung (1 e proclaimed in the 
Brahma^a passage as the anandamaya ) 

The Self, consisting of joy is the highest Brahman for 
the following reason also 1 On the introductory words he 
who knows Brahman attains the highest (Taitt Up II i) 
there follows a mantra proclaiming that Brahman which 
forms the general topic of the chapter possesses the quah 
ties of true existence, intelligence infinity , after that it is 
said that from Brahman there sprang at first the ethei and 
then all other moving and non moving things, and that 
entenng into the beings which it had emitted Brahman 
stays in the recess inmost of all thereupon for its better 
comprehension the series of the different Selfs ( different 
from this is the innei Self &c ) are enumerated and then 
finally the same Biahman which the mantra had proclaimed 
is again proclaimed in the passage under discussion diffei ent 
from this is the other inner Self which consists of bliss 
To assume that a mantra and the Br&hma«a passage be- 
longing to it have the same sense is only proper on account 
of the absence of contradiction (which results therefrom) , 
for otherwise we should be driven to the unwelcome m 
ference that the text drops the topic once started and turns 
to an altogether new subject 

Nor is there mentioned a further inner Self different from 
the Self consisting of bliss as in the case of the Self con 
sistmg of food &c 2 On the same (i e. the Self consisting 
of bliss) is founded This same knowledge of Bhngu and 
Varu#a , he understood that bliss is Brahman (Taitt Up 
III, 6) Therefore the Self consisting of bliss is the highest 
Self 


The previous proofs were founded on linga the argument 
which is- now propounded is founded on prakara/za 
* While in the case of the Selfs consisting of food and so on a 
farther inner Self is duly mentioned each time It cannot there 
* owehitted that the Selfs cousistingof food &c , are likewise 
ideated wdHbe tegbett Self referred to m the mantra. 
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16 (The Self consisting of bliss is the highest 
Self) not the other (i e the individual Soul) on 
account of the impossibility (of the latter assump- 
tion) 

And for the following reason also the Self consisting of 
bliss is the highest Self only not the other 1 e the one 
which is othe than the Lord 1 e the transmigrating in 
dividual soul The personal soul cannot be denoted by the 
teim the one consisting of bliss Why? On account of 
the impossibility For Scriptuie says with reference to the 
Self consisting of bliss He wished may I be many, may 

I giow forth He brooded ovei himself After he had thus 
brooded he sent forth whatever there is Heie the desne 
ansing befoie the origination of a body &c. the non 
separation of the effects created fiom the creator and the 
creation of all effects whatever cannot possibly belong to 
any Self different from the highest Self 

17 And on account of the declaration of the 
difference (of the two the inandamaya cannot be the 
transmigrating soul) 

The Self consisting of bliss cannot be identical with the 
transmigrating soul for that reason also that in the section 
treating of the Self of bliss the individual soul and the Self 
of bliss are distinctly represented as different Taitt Up 

II 7 It (1 e the Self consisting of bliss) is a flavour, 
for only after perceiving a flavour can this (soul) perceive 
bliss For he who perceives cannot be that which is per- 
ceived — But it may be asked if he who perceives or 
attains cannot be that which is perceived or attained, how 
about the following ,Sruti and Smrrti passages 1 The Self 
is to be sought , Nothing higher is known than the attain 
ment of the Self 1 ? — This objection, we reply is legitimate 
(from the point of view of absolute truth) Yet we see that 
m ordinary life the Self which in reality is never anything 

1 Yadi labdhi na labdhavyaA katham tarhi param&tmano vastuto 
bhinnena £iv4tman& par labhyata ity arthaA 
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but the Self is, owing to non comprehension of the truth, 
identified with the Non Self i e the body and so on , 
wheieby it becomes possible to speak of the Self in so far 
as it is identified with the body, and so on, as something 
not searched for but to be searched for, not heard but to 
be heaid not seized but to be seized not perceived but to 
be perceived, not known but to be known and the like 
Scripture, on the other hand, denies in such passages as 
‘there is no other seer but he' (Bn Up III, 7 23) that 
there is m leahty any seer or hearei different from the 
all-knowing highest Lord (Nor can it be said that the 
Lord is unreal because he is identical with the unreal 
individual soul, for) 1 the Lord differs fiom the soul (vigwa 
n&tman) which is embodied, acts and enjoys, and is the 
product of Nescience, in the same way as the real juggler 
who stands on the ground differs from the illusive juggler, 
who, holding in his hand a shield and a sword, climbs up 
to the sky by means of a rope or as the free unlimited 
ether differs from the ether of a jai, which is determined by 
its limiting adjunct, (viz. the jar ) With reference to this 
fictitious difference of the highest Self and the individual 
Self the two last Sfitras have been propounded. 

18 And on account of desire (being mentioned 
as belonging to the inand^maya) no regard is to be 
had to what is inferred (1 e to the pradhdna inferred 
by the S&nkhyas ) 

Since in the passage ‘ he desired may I be many, may 
I grow forth, which occurs in the chapter treating of the 
Stnandamaya (Taitt. Up II, 6) the quality of feeling desire 
ms mentioned, that which is inferred, 1 e the non intelligent 
pradhlna assumed by the Sinkhyas, cannot be tegai ded as 
being the Self consisting of bliss and the cause of the 
world Although the opinion that the pradhdna is the 

1 Yatha paramemrfld bhinno giv&ttn k drash/ft na bhavaty evam 
^tvStoiano pi draab/ur na bhuuwA paramemra in ^vasySnirv^t 
jatwa paramemro * aairv££ya4 sy£d lty a la Sha parameivaras tv 
ftvidy&kaJpiisld iti Anatuk Gin 
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cause of the world has already been refuted in the Stitia I 
1 5 it is here, wheie a favouiable oppoitumty piesents 
itself refuted for a second time on the basis of the scrip 
tural passage about the cause of the woild feeling desire 
for the purpose of showing the uniformity of view (of all 
scriptural passages) 

19 And moreover it (1 e Scripture) teaches the 
joining of this (i e the individual soul) with that (i e. 
the Self consisting of bliss) on that (being fully 
known) 

And for the following leason also the term the Self 
consisting of bliss cannot denote either the pradhana or the 
individual soul Scripture teaches that the individual soul 
when it has reached knowledge is joined, 1 e identified, 
with the Self of bliss under discussion, 1 e obtains final 
release Compare the following passage (Taitt Up II, 7) 

‘ When he finds fieedom fiom fear, and rest in that which 
is invisible, mcoipoieal, undefined, unsupported, then he has 
obtained the fearless For if he makes but the smallest 
distinction in it there is feai foi him That means, if he 
sees m that Self consisting of bliss even a small difference 
m the foim of non-identity, then he finds no release from 
the fear of transmigratory existence But when he, by 
means of the cognition of absolute identity, finds absolute 
rest in the Self consisting of bliss, then he is freed front the 
fear of transmigratory existence But this (finding absolute 
rest) is possible only when we understand by the Self con 
sisting of bliss, the highest Self and not eithei the pi a 
dhS.ua or the individual soul Hence it is proved that the 
Self consisting of bliss is the highest Self 

But, in leality, the following remarks have to be made 
concerning the true meaning of the woid < ctdhndamaya 1 
On what grounds, we ask, can it be maintained that the 


1 The explanation of the inandamaya given hitherto is here re- 
called and a different one given The previous explanation is 
attributed by Go An. to the vrittikira. 
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affix ‘ maya after having, in the series of compounds begin 
nmg with annamaya and ending with v^«3.namaya, denoted 
mere modifications, should all at once, m the woid ananda 
maya, which belongs to the same series, denote abun 
dance, so that £nandamaya would refer to Brahman? If 
it should be said that the assumption is made on account of 
the governing influence of the Brahman proclaimed in the 
mantia (which forms the beginning of the chapter Taitt 
Up II), we reply that therefrom it would follow that also 
the Selfs consisting of food, breath, &c , denote Brahman 
(because the governing influence of the mantra extends to 
them also)— The advocate of the former interpretation 
will heie, perhaps, restate an argument already made use 
of above viz as follows To assume that the Selfs consisting 
of food and so on, are not Brahman is quite proper, because 
after each of them an inner Self is mentioned After the 
Self of bliss, on the other hand, no further inner Self is 
mentioned and hence it must be considered to be Brahman 
itself, otherwise we should commit the mistake of dropping 
■die subject matter in hand (as which Brahman is pointed 
out by the mantra), and taking up a new topic — But to this 
we reply that, although unlike the case of the Selfs con 
sisting of food &c , no innei Self is mentioned after the Self 
consisting of bliss, still the latter cannot be considered as 
Brahman, because with reference to the Self consisting of 
bliss Scripture declares ‘ Joy is its head Satisfaction is its 
right arm Great satisfaction is its left arm Bliss is its 
trunk Brahman is its tail its support Now, here the 
very same Brahman which in the mantra, had been 
introduced as the subject of the discussion, is called 
the tail the support, while the five involucra, extending 
from the involucrum of food up to the involucrura of 
bliss, ar^| merely introduced foi the purpose of setting 
forth the knowledge of Brahman How then, can it be 
maintained that our interpretation implies the needless 
dropping of the general subject matter and the introduction 
of a new topic? — But it may again be objected Brahman 
is called the tail, 1 e a member of the Self consisting of 
bliss analogously to those passages in which a tail and 
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other members arc ascribed to the Selfs consisting of food 
and so on On what grounds then, can we claim to know 
that Brahman (which is spoken of as a mere member, 1 e a 
subordinate matter) is m reality the chief matter referred to ? 
— From the fact we reply of Brahman being the general 
subject matter of the chapter — But it will agam be said, 
that interpretation also according to which Brahman is 
cognised as a mere member of the anandamaya does not 
involve a dropping of the subject matter, since the inanda 
maya himself is Brahman — But, we reply, m that case one 
and the same Brahman would at first appear as the whole 
viz as the Self consisting of bliss and thereupon as a meie 
part, viz as the tail , which is absurd And as one of the 
two alternatives must be preferred, it is certainly appro 
pnate to refer to Brahman the clause 'Brahman is the 
tail which contains the word Brahman, and not the 
sentence about the Self of Bliss in which Brahman is 
not mentioned Moreover, Scripture in continuation 
of the phrase, Brahman is the tail, the support, goes 
on, ‘On this there is also the following jloka He who 
knows the Brahman as non existing becomes himself non 
existing He who knows Brahman as existing him we 
know himself as existing As this rloka without any refei 
ence to the Self of bliss states the advantage and disadvan 
tage connected with the knowledge of the being and non 
being of Brahman only, we conclude that the clause, 

' Brahman is the tail, the support reoresents Brahman as 
the chief matter (not as a merely subordinate raattei) 
About the being or non being of the Self of bliss, on the 
other hand, a doubt is not well possible, since the Self of 
bliss distinguished by joy, satisfaction, &c is well known 
to every one — But if Biahman is the puncipal matter, how 
can it be designated as the mere tail of the Self of bliss 
(‘ Brahman is the tail, the support ) ? — Its being called so, 
we reply forms no objection , for the word tail here denotes 
that which is of the nature of a tail, so that we have to 
understand that the bliss of Brahman is not a member (in 
its literal sense) but the support or abode the one nest 
(resting p ace of all worldly bliss. Analogous y another 
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scnptural passage declaies 'All other creatuies live on a 
small portion of that bliss * (Bn Up IV, 3 32) Further 
if by the Self consisting of bliss we were to understand 
Brahman we should have to assume that the Brahman 
meant is the Brahman distinguished by qualities (savuesha), 
because it is said to have joy and the like for its members 
But this assumption is contiadicted by a complementary 
passage (II 9) which declares that Brahman is the object 
neither of mind nor speech, and so shows that the Brahman 
meant is the (absolute) Brahman (devoid of qualities) 
From whence all speech, with the mind, turns away unable 
to reach it, he who knows the bliss of that Brahman feais 
nothing Moreover if we speak of something as abounding 

in bliss 1 we thereby imply the co existence of pain for 
the word abundance jn its ordinary sense implies the 
existence of a small measure of what is opposed to the 
thing whereof there is abundance But the passage so 
understood would be in conflict with another passage (Kh 
1 %) VII 24) Where one sees nothing else hears nothing 
else, understands nothing else that is the Infinite , which 
declaies that in the Infinite, 1 e Brahman there is nothing 
whatever different fiom it Moreover as joy &c differ in 
each individual body, th® Self consisting of bliss also is a 
different one m each body Brahman, on the other hand, 
does not differ according to bodies for the mantra at the be 
ginning of the chapter declares it to be true Being knowledge, 
infinite, and another passage says ' He is the one God hidden 
m all beings all-pervading the Self within all beings (Sv 
Up VI, 11} Nor again does Scripture exhibit a frequent 
repetition of the word Inandamaya for merely the radical 

part of the compound (1 e the word finanda without the 
affix maya) is repeated in all the following passages , It 
is a flavour, for only after seizing flavour can any one seize 
bliss Who could breathe, who could bieathe forth if that 
bliss pasted not in the ether ? Foi he alone causes blessed 
ness Now this is an examination of bliss , ‘ He who 


1 In which sense, as shown above the word Snandamaya must 
l&tafeeiLft Hfiderstood to deooie Brahman* 
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knows the bliss of that Brahman fears nothing, He 
undei stood that bliss is Biahman If it were a settled 
matter that Brahman is denoted by the term, the Self 
consisting of bliss, then we could assume that in the subse 
quent passages, where merely the word bliss is employed, 
the term consisting of bliss is meant to be repeated , but 
that the Self consisting of JdIiss is not Biahman, we have 
already proved by means of the leason of joy being its 
head and so on Hence as in another scriptural passage 
viz Biahman is knowledge and bliss (Br? Up III 9 28) 
the meie word ‘bliss denotes Brahman we must conclude 
that also in such passages as, ‘ If that bliss existed not in 
the ether the word bliss is used with reference to Brahman, 
and is not meant to repeat the term consisting of bliss 
The repetition of the full compound ‘consisting of bliss, 
which occurs in the passage ‘ He reaches that Self consisting 
of bliss (Taitt Up II 8) does not refer to Brahman, as it 
is contained in the enumeration of Non Selfs, comprising the 
Self of food &c , all of which are mere effects and all of 
which are represented as things to be reached — But it may 
be said if the Self consisting of bliss, which is said to have 
to be reached weie not Brahman — just as the Selfs con- 
sisting of food, &c are not Brahman — then it would not be 
declared (in the passage immediately following) that he who 
knows obtains for his reward Biahman — This objection 
we invalidate by the remark that the text makes its 
declaration as to Brahman — which is the tail the support — 
being reached by him who knows by the veiy means of 
the declaration as to the attainment of the Self of bliss as 
appears from the passage On this there is also this rloka 
fiom which all speech returns, &c With reference again, 
to the passage * He desired may I be many, may I gfow 
forth, which is found in proximity to the mention of the 
Self consisting of bliss we remark that it is m reality con- 
nected (not with the Self of bliss but with) Brahman which 
is mentioned in the still neaier passage, Brahman is the tail 
the support, and does therefore not intimate that the Self 
of bliss is Brahman And on account of its referring to 
the passage last quoted it desired &c. the later passage 
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also ‘ That is flavour &c , has not the Self of bliss for its 
subject — But it may be objected, the (neuter word) Brah 
man cannot possibly be designated by a masculine word as 
you maintain is aone in the passage * He desired, 1 &c. — In 
reply to this objection we point to the passage (Taitt Up 
II x) Fiom that Self sprang ether where, likewise the 
masculine word ‘Self can refer to Brahman only since 
the latter is the general topic of the chapter In the know 
ledge of Bhngu and Varu/ia finally (‘ he knew that bliss is 
Brahman ) the woid bliss is rightly understood to denote 
Brahman, since we there meet neither with the affix maya, 
nor with any statement as to joy being its head and the 
like To ascribe to Brahman m itself joy and so on as its 
membeis is impossible unless we have recourse to certain 
however minute distinctions qualifying Biahman and that 
the whole chapter is not meant to convey a knowledge of 
the qualified (savuesha) Brahman is proved by the passage 
(quoted above) which declares that Brahman transcends 
speech and mind We therefore must conclude that the 
affix maya m the word hnandamaya does not denote 
abundance but expresses a meie effect just as it does m 
the woids annamaya and the subsequent similar com 
pounds 

The Sfitras are therefore to be explained as follows 
There arises the question whether the passage, ‘ Brahman 
is the tail the support is to be understood as intimating 
that Brahman is a mere membei of the Self consisting of 
bkss or that it is the principal matter If it is said that it 
must be considered as a mere membei, the reply is The 
Self consisting of bliss on account of the repetition That 
means Brahman which in the passage the Self con 
sistmg of bliss, &c is spoken of as the tail the support, 
is designated as the principal matter (not as something 
subordinate) On account of the repetition , foi m the 
memorial jloka, J he becomes himself non existing Brah 
man alone is reiterated ' If not, on account of the word 
denoting a modification , not so on account of abundance 
In this SGtra the word * modification 1 is meant to convey 
the Sense t>f member The objection that on account of 
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the word ‘ tail which denotes a mere member Brahman 
cannot be taken as the principal matter must be refuted 
This we do by remarking that there is no difficulty since 
a word denoting a member may be introduced into the 
passage on account of pi a.£urya 1 Pr&£urya here means a 
phraseology abounding m terms denoting members After 
the different members beginning with the head and ending 
with the tail, of the Selfs, consisting of food, &c have been 
enumerated there are also mentioned the head and the other 
limbs of the Self of bliss and then it is added Brahman 
is the tail the support the intention being merely to intro 
duce some more terms denoting members, not to convey 
the meaning of member (an explanation which is impos 
sible) because the preceding SOtra already has proved 
Brahman (not to be a member but) to be the principal 
matter And because he is declared to be the cause of it 
That means Brahman is declared to be the cause of the 
entire aggregate of effects inclusive of the Self consisting 
of bliss, m the following passage He created all whatever 
there is (Taitt Up II 6) And as Brahman is the cause, 
it cannot at the same time be called the member in the 
literal sense of the word of the Self of bliss which is nothing 
but one of Brahman s effects The other Sutras also (which 
refer to the Self of bliss 2 ) are to be considered as well as 
they may as conveying a knowledge of Brahman, which 
(Brahman) is referred to in the passage about the tail 

20 The one within (the sun and the eye) (is the 
highest Lord) on account of his qualities being 
declared 3 

The following passage is found in Scripture (Kk Up I 
6 6 ff ), Now that person bright as gold who is seen within 


1 I e the word translated hitherto by abundance 

* See I i 15-19 

3 The preceding adhtkara«a had shown that the fi\e Selfs (con 
sisting of food mind, and so on) which the Taitt. Up enumerates 
are introduced merely for the purpose of facilitating the cognition of 
Brahman considered as devoid of all qualities wb le that Brahman 
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the sun with beard br ght as gold and ha r bright as gold 
br ght as gold altogether to the very tips of his na Is whose 
eyes are like blue lotus his name is Ut for he has risen, 
(udita) above all evil He also who knows this rises above 
all evil So much with reference to the devas And 
further on, with reference to the body Now the person 
who is seen m the eye &c Here the following doubt 
presents itself Do these passages point out as the object 
of devotion directed on the sphere of the sun and the eye 
merely some special individual soul, which by means of 
a large measure of knowledge and pious works has raised 
itself to a position of eminence, or do they refer to the 
eternally perfect highest Lord ? 

The pfirvapakshm takes the former view An individual 
soul, he says is referred to since Scripture speaks of a 
definite shape To the person in the sun special featuies 
are ascribed, such as the possession of a beard as bright as 
gold and so on, and the same features manifestly belong to 
the person in the eye also since they are expressly trans- 
ferred to it m the passage The shape of this person is the 
same as the shape of that person That, on the othei 
hand no shape can be ascribed to the highest Lord follows 
from the passage (Kau Up 1, 3,15) That which is without 
sound without touch without form, without decay That 
an individual soul is meant follows moreover from the fact 
that a definite abode is mentioned He who is in the sun , 
he who is m the e>e About the highest Lord who has no 
special abode but abides in his own glory no similai state 
meat can be made , compare, for instance, the two following 
passages * Where does he rest? In his own glory? (Kk 
Up VII, 24, 1) , and * like the ether he is omnipresent 
eternal A further argument foi orn view is supplied by 
the fact that the might (of the being in question) is said to 
be limited, for the passage, ‘He is lord of the worlds 
beyond that, and of the wishes of the devas,’ indicates the 

Itself is die real object of knowledge. The present adhikarm. un 
©stakes to show that the passage about the golden person represents 
me arotna Brahmas as the object of devout meditation 
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limitation of the might of the person in the sun , and the 
passage He is lord of the worlds beneath that and of 
the wishes of men indicates the limitation of the might 
of the person m the eye No limit on the other hand, can 
be admitted of the might of the highest Lord, as appears 
from the passage (Brz Up IV, 4 22) He is the Lord of all 
the king of all things the protector of all things He is a 
bank and a boundary so that these worlds may not be 
confounded ’ which passage intimates that the Lord is 
fiee from all limiting distinctions For all these reasons 
the person in the eye and the sun cannot be the highest 
Lord 

To this reasoning the Stitra replies The one within, on 
account of his qualities bemg declared The person 
referred to m the passages concerning the person within 
the sun and the person within the eje is not a trans 
migrating being but the highest Lord Why? Because 
his qualities aie declared For the qualities of the highest 
Lord are indicated m the text as follows At first the 
name of the person within the sun is mentioned — ‘his 
name is Ut — and then this name is explained on the 
ground of that person bemg free from all evil ‘He has 
nsen above all evil The same name thus explained is 
then transferred to the person in the eye m the clause 
‘ the name of the one is the name of the other Now 
entire freedom from sm is attributed in Scripture to the 
highest Self only so for instance ( Kh Up VIII 7 1) 

‘ The Self which is free fiom sin, &c Then again there is 
the passage He is Rik he is Saman, Uktha Ya^ns Biah 
man which declaies the person, in the eye to be the Self 
of the Rik, Saman and so on which is possible only if 
that person is the Lord who, as being the cause of all is 
to be considered as the Self of all Moreover the text, 
after having stated in succession Rik and S&man to have 
earth and fire for their Self with reference to the Devas 
and again speech and breath with reference to the body 
continues Rik and Setman are his joints, with reference to 
the Devas and ‘ the joints of the one are the joints of the 
other with reference to the -body Now this statement 
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also can be made only with regard to that which is the 
Self of all Further, the passage, Theiefore all who sing 
to the VinS. smg him and from him also they obtain 
wealth shows that the being spoken of is the sole topic 
of all worldly songs which again holds true of the highest 
Lord only That absolute command over the objects of 
worldly desires (as displayed, for instance in the bestowal 
o f wealth) entitles us to m f er that the Loid is meant, 
appears also from the following passage of the Bhagavad 
gitA (X 41), 'Whatever being there is possessing power 
glory or stiength know it to be produced from a portion 
of my energy 1 To the objection that the statements 
about bodily shape contained in the clauses With a 
beard bright as gold* &c cannot refer to the highest 
Lord we reply that the highest Lord also may when he 
ple as es, assume a bodily shape formed of Mayi, in order 
to gtatify thereby his devout worshippers Thus Smnti 
also says, That thou seest me O Narada, is the Mdyd 
emitted by me , do not then look on me as endowed with 
the qualities of all beings We have fuither to note that 
expressions such as That which is without sound without 
touch without form without decay, are made use of where 
instruction is given about the nature of the highest Lord in 
so far as he is devoid of all qualities while passages such 
as the following one ‘ He to whom belong all works all 
desires all sweet odours and tastes {Kk Up III, 14, 4) 
which represent the highest Lord as the object of devotion, 
speak of him who is the cause of everything as possessing 
some of the qualities of his effects Analogously he may 
be spoken of in the passage under discussion as having a 
beard bright as gold and so on With reference to the 
objection that the highest Lord cannot be meant because 
an abode is spoken of we remark that, for the purposes of 
devout meditation, a special abode may be assigned to 
Brahman although it abides in its own glory only , for as 
Brahman is Uke ether, all pervading, it may be viewed as 

J So that the real giver pf the gifts bestowed by pimees on poets 
and singers is Brahman 
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being within the Self of all beings The statement finally 
about the limitation of Brahman s might which depends on 
the distinction of what belongs to the gods and what to the 
body has likewise reference to devotit meditation only 
From all this it follows that the being which Scnpture 
states to be within the eye and the sun is the highest Lord 

21 And there is another one (1 e the Lord who 
is different from the individual souls animating the 
sun &c) on account of the declaration of distmc 
tion 

There is moreover one distinct from the individual 
souls which animate the sun and other bodies viz the Lord 
who rules within, whose distinction (from all individual 
souls) is proclaimed m the following scriptural passage ‘ He 
who dwells m the sun and within the sun whom the sun 
does not know whose body the sun is and who rules the 
sun within he is thy Self the ruler within the immortal 
(B rt Up 111,7,9) Here the expression He within the 
sun whom the sun does not know, clearly indicates that the 
Ruler within is distinct from that cognising individual soul 
whose body is the sun With that Ruler within we have to 
identify the person within the sun according to the tenet 
of the sameness of purport of all Vedinta texts It thus 
remains a settled conclusion that the passage under dis 
cussion conveys instruction about the highest Lord 

22 The fildLfa i e ether (is Brahman) on account 
of characteristic marks (of the latter being men 
tioned) 

In the Kfandogya. (I, 9) the following passage is met with 
‘What is the origin of this world ? ‘ Ether he replied For 
all these beings take their use from the ether only and 
return into the ether Ether is greater than these ether is 
their rest —Here the following doubt anses Does the word 
ether' denote the highest Brahman or the elemental ether? 
— Whence the doubt ? — Because the word is seen to be used 
in both senses Its use in the sense of elemental ether 
is well established in ordinary as well as in Vedic speech 
[34] G 
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and, on the other hand we see that it is sometimes used to 
denote Brahman viz in cases where we ascertain either 
from some complementary sentence or from the fact of 
special qualities being mentioned that Brahman is meant 
So for instance Taitt Up II, 7, * If that bliss existed not 
in the ether and Kh Up VIII, 14 ‘That which is called 
ether is the revealer of all forms and names that within 
which forms and names aie 1 that is Brahman Hence the 
doubt — Which sense is then to be adopted m our case? — 
The sense of elemental ether, the pGrvapakshin lephes 
because this sense belongs to the word more commonly 
and thereiore presents itself to the mind more leadily 
The word ‘ether cannot be taken in both senses equally 
because that would involve a (faulty) attribution of several 
meanings to one and the same woid Hence the term 
'ethei applies to Brahman m a secondary (metaphorical) 
sense only , on account of Brahman being in many of its 
attributes, such as all pervadmgness and the like similar to 
ether The rule is that when the primary sense ot a word 
is possible the word must not be taken in a secondary sense 
And in the passage under discussion only the primary sense 
of the word ‘ ether ’ is admissible Should it be objected 
that, if we refer the passage under discussion to the ele- 
mental ether a complementary passage (‘for all these 
beings take their rise fiom the ether^only, &c ) cannot be 
satisfactorily accounted for we reply that the elemental 
ether also may be represented as a cause viz of air, fire, &c 
in due succession F01 we read in Scripture (Taitt Up 
II 1), From that Self sprang ether, from ethei air, from 
air fire, and so on The qualities also of being greater 
and of being a place of rest may be ascribed to the elemental 
ether if we consider its relations to all othei beings There- 
fore we conclude that the word ‘ether here denotes the 
elemental ether 

To this we reply as follows * — The word ether must here 
be taken to denote Brahman on account of characteristic 
marks of the latt er being mentioned For the sentence 

1 Of else that which w within forma and 
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‘ All these beings take their rise from the ether only ' dearly 
indicates the highest Brahman, since all Ved&nta texts 
agree in definitely declaring that all beings spring from 
the highest Brahman — But, the opponent may say we 
have shown that the elemental ethei also may be repre 
sented as the cause viz of an file and the other elements 
in due succession — We admit this But still there remains 
the difficulty that unless we understand the word to apply 
to the fundamental cause of all, viz Brahman the animation 
contained m the word only and the qualification expressed 
by the woid all (in ‘all beings ) womd be out of place 
Moreover the clause ‘ They return into the ether again 
points to Brahman, and so likewise the phrase Ether is 
greater than these ether is their rest , foi absolute supe 
nority in point of greatness Scripture attributes to the 
highest Self only cp Kk Up III, 14 3 ‘Greater than 
the earth greater than the sky greater than heaven, greater 
than all these woilds The quality of being a place of rest 
likewise agrees best with the highest Brahman, on account 
of its being the highest cause This is confiimed by the 
following scuptural passage Knowledge and bliss is Brah 
man it is the rest of him who gives gifts (Bn Up III 9, 38) 
Moieover, Gaivali finding fault with the doctrine of .Sdld 
vatya, on account of (his s&man) having an end (Kk Up I, 
8 8) and wishing to proclaim something that has no end 
chooses the ether, and then having identified the ether with 
the Udgitha concludes, He is the Udgltha greater than 
great he is without end Now this endlessness is a 
characteristic mark of Brahman To the remark that 
the sense of elemental ether piesents itself to the mind 
more readily, because it is the better established sense of 
the word ffldra we reply that, although it may present 
itself to the mind first yet it is not to be accepted because 
we see that qualities of Brahman aie mentioned in the com 
plementary sentences That the word <ik&.ra is also used 
to denote Brahman has been shown already, cp such 
passages as Ether is the levealer of all names and forms 
We see moreover that various synonyma of Ikasa are 
employed to denote Brahman. So for instance, i?/k Sawdi 

G 2 
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I, 164 39 In which the Vedas are 1 m the Impel ishable 
one (1 e. Brahman) the highest, the ether (vyoman) on 
which all gods have then seat’ And Taitt Up III 6 

This is the knowledge of Bhrzgu and Varu*a founded on 
the highest ether (vyoman) And again Om ka is Brah 
man ethei (kha) is Brahman {Kh Up IV 10 5) and the 
old ethei (B n Up V 1) 2 And other snniki passages 
On account of the foice of the complementary passage we 
arc justified 111 deciding that the word ether although 
occurring in the beginning of the passage refers to Brahman 
The case is analogous to that of the sentence, Agni (lit 
the fire) studies a chapter where the word agni although 
occurung in the beginning is at once seen to denote a boy 3 
It is therefore settled that the woi d ethei denotes Brahman 

23 For the same reason breath (is Brahman) 

Concerning the udgitha it is said {Kh Up I lo, 9) 

‘ Prastotn, that deity which belongs to the prastava, &c 
and further on (I 11,4, 5) « Which then is that deity ? He 
said Breath For all these beings meige into breath alone, 
and from breath they arise This is the deity belonging to 
the prastava With reference to this passage doubt and 
decision are to be considered as analogous to those stated 
under the preceding Statra. For while in some passages — as 
for instance For indeed, my son mind is fastened to pr<Ua 
Kh Up VI 8 a, and, the pi£«aofpi&wa, B n Up IV 4, 
18— the word breath is seen to denote Brahman, its use 


Viz as intimating it Thus An Gi and Go \n against the 
accent of rtkkh Stlyawa explains tif&h as genitive 
* Oi»k£rasya pmtfkatvena vfi&katvena lakshakatvena vfc brah 
matvam nktam, om ill ka m sukhais tasySrthendnjajoga^atvaw 
vHrayitiw* kham iti tasya bhhtakifatvaw vyaseddhum parta am ity 
nktam. An. Gi 7 

The doubt about the meaning of a word is prefeiably to be 
decided by means of a reference to preceding passages where tha t 
is not possible (the doubtful woid occurring at the beginning of 
some new chapter) complementary 1 e subsequent passages have 
<0 be taken into consideration 
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in the sense of a certain modification of air is better estab- 
lished 111 common as well as in Vedic language Hence 
there arises a doubt whether in the passage under dis- 
cussion the word pr&«a denotes Brahman or (ordinary) 
breath In favour of which meaning have we then to 
decide? 

Here the pftrvapakshin maintains that the word must be 
held to denote the fivefold vital breath which is a peculiar 
modification of wind (or air) because as has been re 
marked already that sense of the word priwa is the better 
established one — But no an objector will say, just as in the 
case of the preceding S&tra so here also Brahman is meant 
on account of characteristic marks being mentioned, for 
here also a complementary passage gives us to understand 
that all beings spung from and merge into pritwa a process 
which can take place in connexion with the highest Lord 
only — This objection the purvapakshin replies is futile 
since we see that the beings entei into and proceed from 
the principal vital air also F01 Scripture makes the fol 
lowing statement (Fat Br X 3 3 6 ) When man sleeps 
then into breath indeed speech merges, mto breath the eye 
mto breath the ear into breath the mind , when he awakes 
then they spring again from breath alone What the Veda 
here states is moreover a matter of observation, for during 
sleep while the process of breathing goes on uninterruptedly, 
the activity of the sense organs is interrupted and again 
becomes manifest at the time of awaking only And as the 
sense organs are the essence of all material beings, the com 
plementary passage which speaks of the merging and 
emerging of the bemgs can be reconciled with the principal 
vital air also Moreover, subsequently to prawa being 
mentioned as the divinity of the prast&va the sun and food 
are designated as the divinities of the udgitha and the 
pratih&ra. Now as they are not Brahman, the pri»a also 
by parity of reasoning cannot be Brahman. 

To this argumentation the author of the $tltras replies 
For the same reason prawa — that means on account of 
the presence of characteristic jnarks — which constituted the 
reason stated in the preceding Sfitra the word priwa also 
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must be held to denote Brahman For Scripture says of 
pr£«a also, that it is connected with marks characteristic 
of Brahman The sentence All these beings meige into 
bieath alone and from bieath they anse which declares 
that the ougination and letractation of all beings depend on 
pr&fia. clearly show s pr&ria, to be Brahman In reply to the 
assertion that the origination and retractation of all beings can 
be leconciled equally well with the assumption of prana de 
noting the chief vital air because origination and retractation 
take place in the state of wal mg and of sleep also we i emarh 
that m those two states only the senses are merged into and 
emerge from, the chief vital air while, according to the 
scriptural passage Foi all these beings &c , all beings 
whatever into which a living Self has enteied together with 
then senses and bodies merge and emerge by turns A nd 
even if the word beings weie taken (not in the sense of 
animated beings but) in the sense of mateiial elements in 
genet al there would be nothing in the way of interpreting 
the passage as refen ing to Brahman —But it may he said 
that the senses together with their objects do dining sleep, 
enter into pia«a and again issue from it at the time of 
waking we distinctly learn from another scriptural passage 
viz Kau. Up III 3 When a man being thus asleep sees 
no dream whatever he becomes one with that pr*L«a alone 
Then speech goes to him with all names, &c — Tiue we 
reply but there also the word pr£«a denotes (not the vital 
an) but Brahman as we conclude fiom characteristic marks 
of Brahman being mentioned The objection again that 
the word prawa cannot denote Brahman because it occurs 
m proximity to the words food and sun (which do not 
refer to Brahman) is altogether baseless , for pi oximity is 
of no avail against the force of the complementary passage 
which intimates that prdwa is Brahman That argument 
finally which rests on the fact that the word pr 4 »a com 
tuonly denotes the vital air with its five modifications, is to 
be refuted m file same way as the parallel argument which 
the pOrvapakshm brought forward with leference to the 
wca-4 ‘ ether From all this it follows that the pr&ra, which 

is the doty of the pras&va, is Brahman. 
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Some (commentators) 1 quote under the present Sutra the 
following passages theprawaof pr£«a (Bn Up IV 4, 18) 
and * for to prcha mind is fastened {Kh Up VI 8, 2) But 
that is wrong since these two passages offer no opportunity 
for any discussion the former on account of the separation 
of the words the lattei on account of the general topic 
When we meet with a phrase such as the father of the 
father we understand at once that the genitive denotes a 
father different fiom the father denoted b/ the nominative 
Analogously we infer from the separation of words con 
tamed in the phrase ‘the bieath of breath that the breath 
of breath is different from the ordinary bieath (denoted 
by the genitive of bieath’) For one and the same thing 
cannot by means of a genitive be predicated of — and thus 
distinguished from — itself Concerning the second passage 
we remark that if the matter constituting the general topic 
of some chaptei is referred to in that chapter under 
a different name we yet conclude from the general topic 
that that special matter is meant For instance, when we 
meet in the section which tieats of the ^yotishforaa sacrifice 
with the passage in eveiy spring he is to offei the ^yotis 
sacrifice we at once understand that the word ^yotis 
denotes the ^yotishroma If we theiefoie meet with the 
clause to pr&«a mind is fastened m a section of which 
the highest Brahman is the topic, we do not for a moment 
suppose that the word pi&sa should there denote the 
ordmai y breath which is a meie modification of air The 
two passages thus do not offer any matter for discussion 
and hence do not furnish appropriate instances for the 
Sfitra We have shown on the other hand that the 
passage about the prawa, which is the deity of the prastava, 
allows room for doubt pfcrvapaksha and final decision 

24 The light (is Brahman), on account of the 
mention of feet (in a passage which is connected 
■with the passage about the light) 

Scripture says {Kh Up III 13 ?), Now that light which 
shines above this heaven, higher than all, higher than every 
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t>mig m the highest worlds beyond which there aie no 
other worlds that is the same light which is vi lthin man 
Here the doubt presents itself whether the word light 
denotes the light of the sun and the like or the highest 
Self Under the preceding Sdtras we had shown that some 
words which ordinarily have different meanings yet m 
certain passages denote Brahman since characteristic maiks 
of the latter are mentioned Here the question has to be 
discussed whether in connexion with the passage quoted 
characteristic marks of Brahman are mentioned or not 
The purvapakshm maintains that the word light de 
notes nothing else but the light of the sun and the like since 
that is the ordinary well established meaning of the term 
The common use of language he says, teaches us that the 
two words light and daikness denote mutually opposite 
things darkness being the term for whatever interferes with 
the function of the sense of sight, as, for instance, the gloom 
of the night, while sunshine and whatever else favours the 
action of the eye is called light The word shines also, 
which the text exhibits is known ordinarily to refer to the 
sun and similar sources of light while of Brahman which 
is devoid of colour it cannot be said m the primary sense 
of the word that it ‘shines Further the word gyotis 
must here denote light because it is said to be bounded by 
the sky ( that light which shines above this heaven ) 
For while it is impossible to consider the sky as being the 
boundary of Brahman, which is the Self of all and the 
source of all things movable or immovable the sky may 
be looked upon as forming the boundary of light, which is 
a mere product and as such limited , accordingly the text 
says, the light beyond heaven — But light although a 
mere product is perceived everywhere, it would therefore 
be wrong to declare that t is bounded by the sky l_Wdl 
then the purvapakshm replies let us assume that the light 
meant is the first bom (original) light which has not yet 
become tripartite 1 This explanation again cannot be 


to mt ^ e " miXed mth water ^ « arth > according 

to Kh, Up, VL 3 3 Before that root In re took place light wag 
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admitted because the non tripartite light does not serve 
any purpose —But the purvapakshin resumes Why should 
its purpose not be found therein that it is the object of 
devout meditation ? — That cannot be we reply , for we see 
that only such things are represented as objects of devotion 
as have some other independent use of their own so for 
instance, the sun (which dispels darkness and so on) Moi e 

over the scriptural passage ‘ Let me make each of these 
three (file, water and earth) tripartite does not indicate any 
difference 1 And even of the non tnpartite light it is not 
known that the sky constitutes its boundary — Well then 
(the pfrivapakshin lesumes dropping the idea of the non 
tripartite light) let us assume that the light of which the 
text speaks is the tripartite (ordinary) light The objection 
that light is seen to exist also beneath the sky viz in the 
form of fire and the like we invalidate by the remark that 
there is nothing contrary to reason in assigning a special 
locality to fire although the latter is observed everywhere , 
while to assume a special place for Brahman to which the 
idea of place does not apply at all would be most un 
suitable Moreover, the clause 4 higher than everything in 
the highest worlds beyond which there are no other worlds 
which indicates a multiplicity of abodes agrees much better 
with light which is a mere pioduct (than with Brahman) 
There is moieover that other clause. also, ‘That is the same 
light which is within man in which the highest light is 
identified with the gastric fire (the fire within man) Now 
such identifications can be made only where there is a 
certain similarity of nature, as is seen for instance in the 
passage * Of that person BhfiA is the head for the bead is 
one and that syllable is one (Bn Up V, 5 ) 3) But that 
the fiie within the human body is not Biahman clearly 
appears fiom the passage. Of this we have visible and 
audible proof (Kk Up III, 13, 7,8) which declaies that 

entirely separated from the other elements, and therefore bounded 
by the lattei 

1 So as to justify the assumption that such a thing as non tri- 
partite light exists at all. 
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the fire is characterised by the noise it makes, and by heat 
and likewise fiom the following passage, 1 Let a man 
meditate on this as that which is seen and heard The 
same conclusion may be drawn From the passage, He who 
knows this becomes conspicuous and celebrated 3 which 
proclaims an inconsiderable reward only while to the 
devout meditation on Brahman a high rewaid would have 
to be allotted Nor is there mentioned in the entire 
passage about the light any other characteristic mark of 
Brahman while such maiks aie set forth in the passages 
(discussed above) which refer to pr&«a and the ether Nor, 
agam is Brahman indicated in the preceding section, the 
GSyatri is everything whatsoever exists &c (III, 12), for 
that passage makes a statement about the G&yatn metie 
only And even if that section did refei to Brahman, still 
Brabmar would not be lecognised in the passage at present 
under discussion , foi there pn the section referred to) it is 
declated — in the clause 'Three feet of it are the Immortal 
m heaven — that heaven constitutes the abode, while in 
our passage the words c the light above heaven declare 
heaven to be a boundary For all these reasons the word 
^votis is here to be taken in its 01 dinary meaning viz 
light 

To this we make the following reply The word ^yotls 
must be held to denote Brahman Why ? On account of 
the feet (quarters) being mentioned In a preceding 
passage Brahman had been spoken of as having four feet 
(quarters) ‘Such is the greatness of it, greater than it is 
the Person (purusha) One foot of it are all the beings, 
three feet of it are the Immortal in heaven * 1 hat which in 
this passage is said to constitute the three-quarter part, 
immortal and connected with heaven, of Brahman which 
altogether comprises foui quarters this very same entity 
we recognise as again referred to m the passage under 
discussion, because there also it is said to be connected 
with heaven If therefore we should set it aside in oui 
interpretation of the passage and assume the latter to refer 
to the Ofdmary bght we should comm-t the mistake of 
«hoppmg without need the topic started apd introducing 
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a new subject Biahman m fact, continues to form the 
subject matter not only of the passage about the hght but 
likewise of the subsequent section the so callec S&fuiilya 
vidyA {Kh Up III 14) Hence we conclude that in our 
passage the word 'light ’ must be held to denote Brahman 
The objection (raised above) that from common use the 
words light ’ and * to shine are known to denote effected 
(physical) light is without force foi as it is known from 
the general topic of the chapter that Brahman is meant 
those two words do not necessarily denote physical hght 
only to the exclusion of Brahman 1 but may also denote 
Brahman itself m so far as it is characterised by the 
physical shining hght which is its effect Analogously 
another mantra declares that by which the sun shines 
kindled with heat* (Taitt Br III, ia, 9, 7) Oi else we 
may suppose that the word ^yotis here does not denote at 
all that hght on which the function of the eye depends 
For we see that m other passages it has altogether different 
meanings , so for instance Bn Up IV 3 5, ‘ With speech 
only a light man sits’ and Taitt Sa I, 6 33 May the 
mind, the hght, accept &c. It thus appears that whatever 
illuminates (in the different senses of the word) something 
else may be spoken of as hght ' Hence to Brahman also 
whose nature is intelligence the term ‘light’ may be 
applied , for it gives light to the entire world Similarly, 
other scriptural passages Scty Him the shining one every 
thing shines after , by his hght all this 1$ lighted (Kau Up 
II, 5, 15) , and ‘ Him the gods worship as the light of 
lights as the immortal (B rt Up IV, 4, 16) Against the 
further objection that the omnipresent Brahman cannot be 
viewed as bounded by heaven we remark that the assign 
ment, to Brahman of a special locality is not contrary to 
reason because it subserves the purpose of devout medita- 
tion Nor does it avail anything to say that it is impossible 
to assign any place to Brahman because Brahman is out of 
connexion with all place For it is possible to make such 


1 Brabmawo vyavaAtA-dja r va» 

tadabbSrO' vara An. Gi. 
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an assumption, because Brahman is connected with certain 
limiting adjuncts Accordingly Scripture speaks of diffei ent 
kinds of devout meditation on Brahman as specially con 
nected with certain localities such as the sun the eye the 
heart For the same reason it is also possible to attribute 
to Brahman a multiplicity of abodes, as Is done m the 
danse (quoted above) higher than all The further ob- 
jection that the light beyond heaven is the meie physical 
light because it is identified with the gastnc fire, which 
itself is a mere effect and is infen ed from perceptible marks 
such as the heat of the body and a certain sound, is equally 
devoid of force, for the gastnc fire may be viewed as the 
outward appearance (or symbol) of Brahman just as Biah 
man s name is a mere outward symbol Similarly in the 
passage ‘Let a man meditate on it (the gastnc light) as 
seen and heard ’ the visibility and audibility (here implicitly 
ascribed to Brahman) must be considered as rendered 
possible through the gastric fire being the outward appear- 
ance of Brahman Nor is there any force m the objection 
that Brahman cannot be meant because the text mentions 
an inconsiderable reward only , for there is no reason com 
pellmg us to have recourse to Brahman for the purpose 
of such and such a reward only, and not for the purpose of 
such and such another reward Wherever the text represents 
the highest Brahman— which is free from all connexion 
with distinguishing attributes—as the universal Self, it is 
understood that the result of that instruction is one only, 
viz final release Wherever, on the other hand Brahman 
is taught to be connected with distinguishing attributes or 
outward symbols, there, we see all the various rewards 
which this world can offer are spoken of, cp for instance 
Bw Up TV 4 , 34» * This is he who eats all food, the giver 
of wealth. He who knows this obtains wealth Although 
tn the passage itself which treats of the light no charac 
tenstic mark of Brahman is mentioned, yet, as the Sfitia 
intimates, the mark stated in a preceding passage (viz. the 
feaafiVSucfc is the greatness of it, &c ) has to be taken 
** on with the about the lght as welL 

The question how the mere ar of Brahman being 
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mentioned m a not distant passage can have the power 
of divorcing from its natuial object and transferring to 
another object the direct statement about light implied m 
the word * light, may be answered without difficulty The 
passage under discussion runs 1 which above this heaven 
the light The relative pronoun with which this clause 
begins intimates accordmg to its grammatical force 2 , the 
same Brahman which was mentioned m the previous 
passage, and which is here recognised (as being the same 
which was mentioned before) through its connexion with 
heaven hence the word ^yotis also — which stands in 
grammatical co ordination to which — must have Brahman 
for its object From all this it follows that the word 
‘ light here denotes Brahman 

25 If it be objected that (Brahman is) not (denoted) 
on account of the metre being denoted (we reply) 
not so because thus (1 e by means of the metre) the 
direction of the mind (on Brahman) is declared for 
thus it is seen (in other passages also) 

We now address ourselves to the refutation of the asser 
tion (made m the pfirvapaksha of the preceding Sdtra) that 
in the previous passage also Brahman is not referred to, 
because in the sentence, 'G&yatu is everything whatsoever 
here exists, the metre called Gdyatrl is spoken of— How 
(we ask the purvapakshin) can it be maintained that on 
account of the metre being spoken of Brahman is not 
denoted while yet the mantra such is the greatness of 
it, &c clearly sets forth Brahman with its four quarters? 
— You are mistaken (the phrvapakshin replies) The 
sentence Gftyatn is everything, starts the discussion of 
G&yatrf The same GSyatrf is thereupon described under 
the various forms of all beings, earth, body heart speech 
breath, to which there xefers also the verse that Giyatit 


1 If we strictly follow the ordeT of words in the original 

* Svas&marthyena sarvanfLmnaA sannihitapar&tnarjitvavajena. 
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has four feet and is sixfold After that we meet with the 
mantra * Such is the greatness of it ’ &c How then we 
ask should this mantra, which evidently is quoted with 
reference to the G&yatrt (metre) as described in the preceding 
clauses, all at once denote Brahman with its four quarters ? 
Since therefore the metre Gayatri is the subject n atter of 
the entire chapter, the term Brahman which occurs m a 
subsequent passage ('the Brahman which has thus been 
described ) roust also denote the metre This is analogous 
to a previous passage {Kn Up III II 3, ‘ He who thus 
knows this Brahma upamshad ) where the word Brahma 
upamshad is explained to mean Veda upamshad As 
therefore the preceding passage refers (not to Brahman 
but) to the Gayatn metre, Brahman does not constitute the 
topic of the entire section 

This argumentation weieply proves nothing against our 
position Because thus direction of the mind is declared 
l e because the Br£.hma#a passage ‘ G&yatrl indeed is all 
this, intimates that by means of the metre G&yatri the mind 
is to be dnected on Biahman which is connected with tha t- 
metre Of the metre Gdyatn which ts nothing but a certain 
special combination of syllables, it could not possibly be said 
that it is the Self of everything We therefoie have to 
understand the passage as declaring that Brahman, which as 
the cause of the world is connected with that product also 
whose name is Gayatri, is * all this , in accordance with that 
other passage which directly says All this indeed is 
Brahman (Kh Up. Ill 14, 1) That the effect is m 
reality not different from the cause we shall prove later on 
under Shtra II, 1, 14. Devout meditation on Brahman under 
the form of certain effects (of Brahman) is seen to be men- 
tioned in other passages also, so, foi instance, Ait Ar III 
® 3, 13 * For the Bahwz£as consider him in the gieat 
hymn the Adhvaryus m the sacrificial fire the AVzandogas 
hi the Mah&vrata ceremony Although therefore the 
previous passage speaks of the metre Brahman 13 what is 
meant and the same Brahman is again referred to in the 
passage about the light whose purport it is to enjoin 
another form of devout meditation 
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Another commentator 1 is of opinion that the term 
G&yatri (does not denote Brahman in so far as viewed under 
the form of Gdyatu but) dnectly denotes Brahman on 
account of the equality of number, for just as the G&yatrl 
metre has four feet consisting of six syllables each so 
Brahman also has four feet, (1 e quarters ) Similarly we 
see that in other passages also the names of meties ire used 
to denote other things which resemble those meties in 
certain numerical relations cp for instance K/i Up IV 
3 8, where it is said at first 1 Now these five and the 

other five make ten and that is the K>2ta and after that 
these are again the VirSg' which eats the food If we 
adopt this mteipietation Brahman only is spoken of and 
the metre is not refencd to at all In any case Brahman is 
the subject with which the pi evious passage is concerned 

26 And thus also (we muot conclude w that 
Brahman is the subject of the previous passage) be 
ca^se (thus only) the declaration as to the beings 
&c being the feet is possible 

That the previous passage has Brahman for its topic, we 
must assume for that reason also that the text designates 
the beings and so on as the feet of GSyatrl For the text 
at first speaks of the beings, the earth the body and the 
heart a and then goes on * that G&yatri has four feet and is 
sixfold For of the mere metre without any reference to 
Brahman it would be impossible to say that the bemgs and 
so on are its feet Moreover if Brahman were not meant 
there would be no room for the verse Such is the great 
ness &c For that verse clearly describes Brahman in its 
own nature , otheiwise it would be impossible to represent 
the G&yatrl as the Self of everything as is done m the woids 
1 One foot of it are all the beings three feet of it are what 
is immortal in heaven. The purusha~sfikta also (i?fk 


1 The vrrttik&ra according to Go An in bis /ik& on the bhSshya 
to the next Sfttra 

* Concerning the difficulty involved in this interpretation, cp 
Den seen p 183 note. 


96 


VEDANTA SUTRAS 


Sawh X 90) exhibits the verse with sole reference to 
Brahman Sm«ti likewise ascribes to Brahman a like 
nature ‘ I stand supporting all this world by a single portion 
of myself* (Bha. Giti X 4s) Our interpretation moreover 
enables us to take the passage, 'that Brahman indeed 
which, &c (III, 13, 7), in its primary sense, (1 e to under 
stand the word Brahman to denote nothing but Brahman ) 
And, moreover the passage ‘these are the five men of 
Brahman (III 13 6) is appropriate only if the former 
passage abouj: the Gdyatrt is taken as referring to Brahman 
(for otherwise the ‘Brahman* in 'men of Brahman would 
not be connected with the previous topic) Hence Brahman 
is to be considered as the subject matter of the previous 
passage also And the decision that the same Brahman is 
referred to in the passage about the light where it is recog 
nised (to be the same) from its connexion with heaven, 
remains unshaken 

27 The objection that (the Brahman of the former 
passage cannot be recognised in the latter) on account 
of the difference of designation is not valid because 
in either (designation) there is nothing contrary (to 
the recognition) 

The objection that in the former passage ( three feet of 
it are what is immortal in heaven *) heaven, is designated 
as the abode while in the latter passage (‘ that light which 
shines above this heaven’), heaven is designated as the 
boundary and that, on account of this difference of desig 
nation, the subject matter of the former passage cannot be 
recognised in the latter must likewise be lefuted This we 
do by remarking that in either designation nothing is 
contrary to the recognition Just as in ordinary language 
a falcon although in contact with the top of a tree, is not 
only said to be on the tiee but also above the tree, so 
Brahman also, although being m heaven is here referred to 
as being beyond heaven as well 

Another (commentator) explains just as in ordinary 
la*iguage a falcon although not n contact with the top of a 
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tree, is not only said to be above the top of the tree but also 
on the top of the tree, so Brahman also which is in reality 
beyond heaven is (in the former of the two passages) said 
to be in heaven Therefore the Brahman spoken of in the 
foimer passage can be recognised m the latter also and it 
remains therefore a settled conclusion that the word light 
denotes Brahman 

28 Prawa (breath) is Brahman that being under 
stood from a connected consideration (of the passages 
referring to pr&#a) 

In the Kaushitaki-brahma«a-upamshad theie is recorded 
a legend of India and Pratardana which begins with the 
words, Prataidana, foi sooth, the son of Divod&sa came by 
means of fighting and strength to the beloved abode of 
Indra (Kan Up III x) In this legend we read He 
said I am pr£«a the intelligent Self (pra^itman), medi 
tate on me as Life as Immortality (III 2) And later on 
(III, 3), ‘ Prarea alone the intelligent Self having laid hold 
of this body makes it rise up Then again (III 8) ‘Let 
no man try to find out what speech is let him know the 
speaker And in the end (III, 8), * That breath indeed is 
the intelligent Self bliss, imperishable, immortal — Here the 
doubt presents itself whether the word pri«a denotes 
merely breath, the modification of air or the Self of some 
divinity, or the individual soul or the highest Brahman — 
But, it will be said at the .outset, the Sfitra I 1, 21 already 
has shown that the word pra#a refers to Brahman and as 
here also we meet with chaiactenstic marks of Brahman viz 
thewords bliss imperishable immortal what reason is there 
for again raising the same doubt ? — W e reply Because there 
are observed here characteristic marks of different kinds 
For in the legend we meet not only with marks indicating 
Brahman, but also with marks pointing to other beings 
Thus Indra s words, * Know me only (III, i), point to the 
Self of a divinity, the words Having laid hold of this 
body it makes it rise up * point to the breath the words 
Let no try to find out what speech is let him know 
[34] H 



98 


VEDANTA StflRAS 


the speaker point to the individual soul There is thus 
room for doubt 

If now the purvapakshin maintains that the term pratoa 
here denotes the well known modification of air i e breath 
we on our side assert that the woid pri«a must be under 
stood to denote Brahman — For what reason ? — On account 
of such being the consecutive meaning of the passages 
For if we examine the connexion of the entue section 
which treats of the pr^raa, we observe that all the single 
pas ages can be construed into a whole only if they are 
viewed as referring to Brahman At the beginning of the 
legend Pratardana having been allowed by Indra to choose 
a boon mentions the highest good of man which he 
selects for his boon, in the following woids, Do you youi 
self choose that boon for me which you deem most beneficial 
for a man Now as later on pi a«a is declared to be what 
is most beneficial for man what should pra«a denote but 
the highest Self? For apart from the cognition of that 
Self a man cannot possibly attain what is most beneficial 
for him as many scriptural passages declare Compare for 
instance Sve Up III 8 A man who knows him passes 
over death there is no other path to go Again, the 
further passage He who knows me thus by no deed of his 
is his life harmed not by theft, not by bhrfteahatyd (III i) 
has a meaning only if Brahman is supposed to be the object 
of knowledge For that subsequently to the cognition of 
Brahman all works and their effects entirely cease is well 
known from scriptural passages, such as the following ‘AH 
works perish when he has been beheld who is the higher 
and the lower (Mu Up II 2 8) Moreover, pr£»a can 
be identified with the intelligent Self only if it is Brahman 
For the air which is non intelligent can clearly not be the 
mtdhgent Self Those characteristic matks again, which 
are mentioned in the concluding passage (viz those inti- 
mated by the words bliss, 'imperishable, immortal ) can 
tf taken in their full sense, not be reconciled with any being 
except Brahman. There are moreover the following 
passages He does not increase by a good action nor de- 
crease by a had act wo For he makes him whom he wishes 
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to lead up from these worlds do a good deed and the same 
makes him whom he wishes to lead down from these worlds 
do a bad deed and He is the guaidran of the world he 
is the king of the woild he is the Lord of the world (Kau 
Up III 8) All this can be properly undeislood only if the 
highest Biahman is acknowledged to be the subject matter 
of the whole chapter not if the vital au is substituted m its 
place Hence the word priwa denotes Brahman 

29 If it be said that (Brahman is) not (denoted) 
on account of the speaker denoting himself (we 
reply that this objection is not valid) because there 
is in that (chapter) a multitude of references to the 
interior Self 

An objection is raised against the assertion that pra«a de 
notes Brahman The word pri»a it is said does not denote 
the highest Brahman because the speaker designates him- 
self The speaker who is a certain powerful god called 
Indra, at first says, in order to reveal himself to Pratardana 
Know me only, and later on ‘lam prtt«a the intelligent 
Self' How it is asked can the pr&wa which this latter 
passage expressive of personality as it is, represents as the 
Self of the speaker be Brahman to which as we know from 
Scripture the attribute of being a speakei cannot be 
ascribed, compare for instance Bn Up III 8,8 ‘Itiswithout 
speech without mind Further on also the speaker 1 e 
Indra, glorifies himself by enumerating a number of attn 
butes all of which depend on personal existence and can in 
no way belong to Brahman, I slew the three-headed son 
of Tvash/n I delivered the Arunmukhas the devotees to 
the wolves and so on Indra may be called pr&«a on 
account of his strength Scripture says Strength indeed 
is pr£»a and Indra is known as the god of strength and 
of any . deed of strength people say, It is India s work 
The personal Self of a deity may moreover, be called an 
intelligent Self, foi the gods people say possess unob- 
structed knowledge It thus being a settled matter that 
some passages convey information about the personal Self 
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of some deity the other passages also — as, for instance, the 
one about what is most beneficial for man — must be inter 
preted as well as they may with reference to the same deity 
Hence pr£«a does not denote Brahman 
This objection we refute by the remark that m that 
chapter there are found a multitude of refei ences to the in- 
terior Self For the passage, ( As long as prd»a dwells m this 
body so long surely there is life, declares that that prslwa 
only which is the intelligent inteuoi Self — and not some 
particular outwaid deity — has power to bestow and to take 
back life And where the text speaks of the eminence of 
the pr£«as as founded on the existence of the pri«a it 
shows that that prclwa is meant which has leference to the 
Self and is the abode of the sense organs 1 
Of the same tendency is the passage, Prd«a, the intel 
ligent Self, alone having laid hold of this body makes it rise 
up , and the passage (which occurs m the passus ‘ Let no 
man try to find out what speech is, &c), f For as in a car 
the circumference of the wheel is set on the spokes and the 
spokes on the nave thus are these objects set on the subjects 
(the senses) and the subjects on the pr&«a And that 
pr&«a indeed is the Self of pra^wS, blessed imperishable, 
immortal So also the following passage which referring 
to this interior Self, forming as it were the centre of the 
penphencal interaction of the objects and senses sums -up 
as follows He is my Self thus let it he known , a summing 
up which is appropriate only if prina is meant to denote 
not some outward existence but the interior Self And 
another scriptural passage declares this Self is Brahman 
omniscient* (Bn Up 11,5 19 ) We therefore arrive at 


Tbe text runs astitve £a pr&rtanS/K ni&rreyasam and Go An 
espials * astitve prl«asthitau mdriy&fl&m sthitir lty 

arthaiaA sratim Sha He as well as An Gi quotes as the text of 
the scriptural passage referred to athato niAsreyasddanam ity ftdi 
But if instead of astitve ia we read asti tv eva, we get the con 
dud^g clause of Kan. U*> III *, as given m Cowells edition 
Whence we know that the interior Self referred to in the 
Kan. Up » Brahman. 
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cone usion that on account of the multitude of refeienees 
"tf ^ erior *-he chapter contains information 1 egard 
ing n ^ ,a regarding the Self of some deity — How 
t en can e circumstance of the speaker (Indra) lefernng 

to himself be explained? 


3° e declaration (made by Indra about himself, 
viz that he is one w ith Brahman) (is possible) through 
intuition vouched for by Scripture as m the case of 
V&madeva 

The individual divine Self called Indra perceiving by 
means o rishi-hke intuition 1 — the existence of which is 
vouched for by Scnptuie — its own Self to be identical with 
the supreme Self instructs Pratardana (about the highest 
Self) by means of the words ‘ Know me only 

By intuition of the same kind the mhi Vimadeva reached 
the knowledge expressed in the words I was Manu and 
Shi ya , in accordance with the passage, Whatever deva was 
awakened (so as to know Brahman) he indeed became that 
(B« Up I 4 10 ) The assertion made above (in the 
pfirvapaksha of the piecedmg Sutia) that Indra after saying, 
Know me only, glorifies himself by enumeiatmg the slaying 
of Tvash/r* s son and other deeds of strength we refute as 
follows The death of Tvashtff? s son and similar deeds are 
referred to not £ 0 0 f gi on fy in g Indra as the object 

of knowledge — m which case the sense of the passage would 
be f Because I accomplished such and such deeds, therefore 
know me — but to the end of glorifying the cognition of the 
highest Self For this reason the text, after having referred 
to the slaymg of Tvashfri s son and the ltke, goes on m the 
clause next following to exalt knowledge And not one 
hair of me is harmed there He who knows me thus by no 
deed of his is his life harmed — (But how does this passage 
convey piaise of knowledge?) — Because, we reply, its 
meaning is as follows ‘Although I do such cruel deeds, 


1 I e spontaneous intuition of supersensible truth, rendered 
possible through the knowledge acquired m former existences. 
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yet not even a han of mine is harmed because I am one 
with Bra hm an , theiefoie the life of any other person also 
who knows me thus is not harmed by any deed of his 
And the object of the knowledge (praised by Indra) is 
nothing else but Brahman which is set forth in a subsequent 
passage I am pr&rea, the intelligent Self Therefore the 
entire chapter refers to Brahman 

31 If it be said (that Brahman is) not (meant) on 
account of characteristic marks of the individual soul 
and the chief vital air (being mentioned) , we say no 
on account of the threefoldness of devout meditation 
(which would result from your interpretation) on 
account of (the meaning advocated by us) being ac 
cepted (elsewhere) and on account of (characteristic 
marks of Brahman) being connected (with the pas 
sage under discussion) 

Although we admit the phrvapakshm resumes, that the 
chapter about the pr$«a does not furnish any instruction 
regarding some outward deity since it contains a multitude 
of references to the interior Self, still we deny that it is 
concerned with Brahman — For what reason ? — Because it 
mentions chaiacteristic marks of the individual soul on the 
one hand and of the chief vital air on the other hand The 
passage 1 Let no man try to find out what speech is let him 
know the speaker mentions a characteristic mark of the 
individual soul ana must therefore be held to point 
out as the object of knowledge the individual soul which 
tides and employs the diffeient organs of action such as 
speech and so on On the other hand we have the passage 
But praaa alone, the intelligent Self having laid hold of 
this body makes it rise up which points to the chief vital 
air for the chief attribute of the vital air is that it sustains 
the body Similarly we read m the colloquy of the vital 
«ss (Pm Up U, 3) concerning speech and the other vital 
anas, Then priura (the chief vital air) as the best said to 
them Be not deceived , I alone dividing myself fivefold 
support this body and keep tt. Those, again who m the 
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passage quoted above lead this one (masc ) the body 1 ’ must 
give the following explanation Pr&wa having laid hold of 
this one viz either the individual soul or the aggiegate of 
the sense organs makes the body use up The individual 
soul as well as the chief vital an may justly be designated 
as the intelligent Self foi the former is of the nature of 
intelligence and the lattei (although non intelligent in 
itself) is the abode of other pr£«as viz the sense organs 
which are the instruments of intelligence. Moreovei 
if the word prawa be taken to denote the individual 
soul as well as the chief vital air the piftwa and the 
intelligent Self may be spoken of m two ways either as 
being non different on account of their mutual concoimt 
nnce, or as being different on account of their (es entiaby 
diffeient) individual character and in these two diffeient 
ways they are actually spoken of m the two following 
passages, What is pra«a that is what is pta^wa that 

is prawa and For together do these two live in the body 
and together do they depart * If on the other hand pr&«a 
denoted Brabman what then could be different from what ? 
For these reasons pra«a doe£ not denote Brahman but 
eithei the individual soul or the chief vital an or both 
All this argumentation we reply is wrong, on account 
of the threefoldness of devout meditation * Your inter- 
pretation would involve the assumption of devout medi 
tation of thiee different kinds viz on the individual soul 
on the chief vital air and on Brahman But it is map 
propriate to assume that a Single sentence should enjoin 
three kinds of devout meditation and that all the passages 
about the pr*t«a really constitute one single sentence (one 
syntactical whole) appears from the beginning and the 
concluding part In the beginning we have the clause 
Know me only followed by I am pra«a, the intelligent 
Self meditate on me as Life as Immortality and in 
the end we lead And that ptawa indeed is the intelligent 
Self, blessed imperishable immortal The beginning and 
the concluding part are thus seen to be similar, and we 


1 Imam jaiiiam instead of ida»J wrtram 
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therefore roust conclude that they refei to one and the 
same matter Nor can the characteristic mark of Brahman 
be so turned as to be applied to something else , for the 
ten objects and the ten subjects (subjective powers) 1 cannot 
rest on anything but Brahman Moreover pr&»a must 
denote Brahman on account of (that meaning) being 
accepted ’ 1 e because in the case of other passages where 
characteristic marks of Brahman are mentioned the word 
pri«a is taken in the sense of Brahman And anothei 
reason for assuming the passage to refer to Brahman is 
that here also i fe in the passage itself there is connexion 
with characteristic marks of Brahman, as for instance the 
reference to what is most beneficial for man The assertion 
that the passage Having laid hold of this body it makes 
it rise up, contains a characteristic mark of the chief vital 
*ir, is untrue for as the function of the vital air also 
ultimately rests on Brahman it can figuratively be ascubed 
to the latter So Scripture also declares No mortal lives 
by the breath that goes up and by the breath that goes 
down We live by another in whom these two repose 
(Ka. Up II, 5 5) Nor does the indication of the in 
dividual soul which you allege to occur in the passage 
‘Let no man try to find out what speech is let him know 
the speaker, preclude the view of pr&«a denoting Brahman 
For as the passages, ‘ I am Brahman, * That art thou ’ and 
others, prove there is m reality no such thing as an individual 
soul absolutely diffeient from Brahman, but Brahman, in 
so far as it differentiates itself through the mind (buddhi) 
and other limiting conditions is called individual soul 
agent, enjoyer Such passages therefore as the one alluded 
to, (viz. let np man try to find out what speech is let him 
know the speaker ) which by setting aside all the dif- 
ferences due to limiting conditions aim at directing the 
mmd on die internal Self and thus showing that the 

* sabdSday&A pa*ia prrtfevy&Jajrais kz dara bhfitam&trl& 
pa*» buddh&Hlny&K pa?Wa bnddhaya in dara pravw&m&trd/i 
Yadv 4 ^nendnylrtMA psuWa karmendri)4rth£j ,1a pa^feti daja 
bs&tamatraA dvIvldl^tiKiny&tt An G 
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individual soul is one with Brahman, are by no means out of 
place That the Self which is active in speaking and the 
like is Brahman appears fiom another scriptural passage also 
viz Ke Up I, 5 'That which is not expressed by speech 
and by which speech is expressed that alone know as 
Brahman not that which people here adore The remaik 
that the statement about the difference of pr£«a and 
prag-^d (contained in the passage Togethei they dwell 
m this body, together they depart’) does not agree with 
that interpretation according to which pr£#a is Brahman, 
is without foice for the mind and the vital air which ate 
the respective abodes of the two powers of cognition 
and action, and constitute the limiting conditions of the 
internal Self may be spoken of as different The internal 
Self, on the other hand which is limited by those two 
adjuncts, is in itself non differentiated so that the two 
may be identified as is done in the passage pr£na is 
prsywl 

The second part of the Sfitra is explained in a different 
manner also 1 as follows Characteristic marks of the 
individual soul as well as of the chief vital air are not 
out of place even in a chapter whose topic is Brahman 
How so? On account of the threefoldness of devout 
meditation’ The chapter aims at enjoining three kinds 
of devout meditation, on Biahman, according as Brahman 
is viewed under the aspect of pra«a under the aspect 
of -prs-gnt and in itself The passages Meditate (on me) 
as life as immortality Life is pr£«a, and Having laid 
hold of this body it makes it rise up Therefore let man 
worship it alone as uktha refei to the pr£#a aspect 
The introductory passage Now we shall explain how all 
things become one in. that pra^^d and the subsequent 
passages, Speech verily milked one portion thereof the 
word is its object placed outside , and, Having by praf«£ 
taken possession of speech he obtains by speech all words 
&c refer to the pra^wk aspect The Brahman aspect 
finally is referred to in the following passage * These ten 


1 Viz. by the vrrtUkSra 
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objects have leference to pia, ,gnt t the ten subjects have 
reference to objects If there weie no objects there 
would be no subjects, and if there were no subjects 
there would be no objects For on either side alone no 
thing could be achieved But that is not many For as 
m a car the circumference of the wheel is set on the spokes 
and the spokes on the nave thus are these objects set on 
the subjects and the subjects on the prd«a. Thus vie 
see that the one meditation on Brahman is heie repre 
sented as threefold according as Brahman is viewed either 
with reference to two limiting conditions or m itself In 
other passages also we find that devout meditation oh 
Brahman is made dependent on Brahman being qualified 
by limiting adjuncts so for instance {Kh Up III 14, a) 
He who consists of mind whose body is prdwa The 
hypothesis of Brahman being meditated upon under thiee 
aspects perfectly agrees with the pr£#a chapter 1 , as, on the 
one hand from a compaason of the mtroductoiy and the 
concluding clauses we infer that the subject matter of 
the whole chapter is one only, and as on the other hand 
we meet with characteustic marks of prawa pragnt and 
Brahman in turns It therefore remains a settled con 
elusion that Brahman is the topic of the whole chapter 


1 Ihipi lad yu^yate explaining the lha tadyogat of the Sfitia. 
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SECOND PADA 
Rlvepence to thl highest Sllf 1 

In the first p&da Biahman has been shown to be the cause 
of the ongin subsistence and leabsorption of the entire 
world comprising the ethei and the other elements Moic 
ovci of this Brahman which is the cause of the entile world 
certain qualities have (implicitly) been declared such as all 
pervadingness eternity omniscience its being the Self of 
all, and so on Further by pi oducing reasons showing that 
some words which aie generally used m a different sense 
denote Brahman also we have been able to deteimme that 
some passages about whose sense doubts aie entertained 
refer to Biahman Now certain other passages piesent 
themselves which because containing only obscure mdica 
tions of Brahman give rise to the doubt whether thej refei to 
the highest Self or to something else We therefoi e begin the 
second and third pddas in 01 dei to settle those doubtful points 

i (That which consists of mind is Brahman) be 
cause there is taught what is known from everywhere 

Scnptuie says * All this indeed is Brahman beginning 
ending and breathing in it , thus knowing let a man meditate 
with calm mind Now man is made of detei nnnation 
(lcratu) according to what his deteimination is m this woild 
so will he be when he has depaited this life Let him theie 
fore form this determination he who consists of mind vhose 
body is breath (the subtle body) &c ( Kh Up III 14) 
Concerning this passage the doubt presents itself whethei 
what is pointed out as the object of meditation by means 
of attributes such as consisting of mind &c is the embodied 
(individual) soul or the highest Biahman 

The embodied Self the purvapakshm says—' Why 
Because the embodied Self as the ruler of the organs of 
action is well known to be connected with the mind and so 
on, while the highest Brahman is not as is declared m 
several scriptural passages so for nstance (Mu Up II J ^) 
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‘ He is without breath without mind, pure — But, it may be 
objected the passage * All this indeed is Brahman/ mentions 
Brahman di recti) , how then can you suppose that the 
embodied Self forms the object of meditation? — This objec 
tion does not apply, the purvapakshin rejoins because the 
passage does not aim at enjoining meditation on Brahman 
but rather at enjoining calmness of mind, the sense being 
because Brahman is all this, ta^al^n let a man meditate 
with a calm mmd That is to say because all this 
aggregate of effects is Biahman only spnnging fiom it, 
ending in it, and breathing in it , and because as everything 
constitutes one Self only, there is no loom for passion 
theiefore a man is to meditate with a calm mmd And since 
the sentence aims at enjoining calmness of mind, it cannot 
at the same time enjoin meditation on Brahman 1 , but 
meditation is separately enjomed in the clause Let him 
form the determination, i e reflection * And thereupon 
the subsequent passage * He who consists of mmd, whose 
body is breath/ &c states the object of the meditation in 
words indicatory of the individual soul For this reason we 
maintain that the meditation spoken of has the individual 
soul for its object The other attributes also subsequently 
stated in the text ‘ He to whom all works all desires belong, 
&c may rightly be held to refer to the individual soul 
The attributes, finally, of being what abides m the heart and 
of being extremely minute which are mentioned in the pas- 
sage, ' He is my Self within the heart, smaller than a corn of 
rice, smaller than a corn of barley, may be ascribed to the 
individual soul which has the size of the point of a goad, 
but not to the unlimited Brahman If it be objected that the 
immediately following passage, * greater than the earth, Sec., 
cannot refer to something limited, we reply that smallness 
and greatness which are mutually opposite cannot indeed be 
ascribed to one and the same thing and that, if one attribute 

* The clause he is to meditate with a calm mind if taken as a 
gunavtdhi, ne as enjoining some secondary matter viz calmness 
of mmd of the meditating person, cannot at the same time enjoin 
meditation for flat would mvdlVe a so-called split of the sentence 

(itiyabheda). 
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only is to be ascribed to the subject of the passage, smallness 
is preferable because it is mentioned first while the gieat 
ness mentioned later on may be attributed to the soul in so 
far as it is one with Brahman If it is once settled that the 
whole passage refei s to the individual soul, it follows that 
the declaration of Brahman also, contained m the passage 
That is Brahman (III, 14 4) refers to the individual 
soul 1 , as it is cleaily connected with the general topic 
Therefore the individual soul is the object of meditation 
indicated by the qualities of consisting of mind and so on 
To all this we reply The highest Brahman only is what 
is to be meditated upon as distinguished by the attributes 
of consisting of mind and so on — Why?— On account of 
there being taught heie what is known from everywheie 
What is known from all Veddnta passages to be the sense 
of the word Brahman, viz the cause of the world, and what 
is mentioned here m the beginning words of the passage, 
(* all this indeed is Brahman ) the same we must assume to 
be taught here as distinguished by certain qualities, viz 
consisting of ramd and so on Thus we avoid the fault of 
dropping the subject matter under discussion and needlessly 
introducing a new topic —But, it may be said, it has been 
shown that Brahman is, in the beginning of the passage 
introduced merely for the purpose of intimating the mjunc 
tion of calmness of mmd, not for the purpose of intimating 
Brahman itself — True, we reply, but the fact nevertheless 
remains that where the qualities of consisting of mind &c are 
spoken of. Brahman only is proximate (1 e mentioned not 
far off so that it may be concluded to be the thing referred 
to), while the individual soul is neither proximate nor 
intimated by any word directly pointing to it The cases 
of Brahman and the individual soul are therefore not equal 

2 And because the qualities desired to be ex 
pressed are possible (in Brahman therefore the 
passage refers to Brahman) 


1 <rive*pi deh£dibrimhatt% ^j4stvanySy{td v& brahmatety arthaii 
An. Gi 



i ro 


VEDANTA sfjTRA 1 * 


Although in the Veda which is not the woik of man no 
wish in the strict sense can be exptessed 1 , there being no 
speaker, still such phiases as desired to be expiessed may 
be figui atively used on account of the result viz (mental) 
comprehension For just as in oidmary language we speak 
of something which is intimated by a word and is to be 
received (by the hearer as the meaning of the word) as 
aesned to be expiessed so in the Veda also whatever is 
denoted as that which is to be received is desired to be 
expressed eveiythmg else not desired to be expressed 
What is to be received as the meaning of a Vedic sentence 
and what not is infeired from the general purport of 
the passage Those qualities which are here desned to 
be expressed 1 e intimated as qualities to be dwelt on in 
meditation viz the qualities of having tiue purposes &c 
are possible in the highest Brahman foi the quality of 
having true purposes may be ascribed to the highest Self 
which possesses unimpeded powei over the creation subsist 
ence, and reabsorption of this world Stmilaily the qualities 
of having true desires and tiue purposes are attributed to 
the highest Self m another passage viz the one beginning 
The Self which is free from sin (Kh Up VIII 7 1) 
The clause, * He whose Self is the ethei means he whose 
Self is like the ether for Brahman may be said to be 
like the ether on account of its omnipresence and othei 
qualities This is also expiessed by the clause ‘ Great ei 
than the earth And the other explanation also accord 
ing to which the passage means ‘he whose Self is the 
ether is possible^ since Brahman which as the cause of the 
whole world is the Self of everything is also the Self of the 
ether For the same reasons he is called ‘ he to whom all 
w oiks belong and so on Thus the qualities here intimated 
as topics of meditation agree with the nature of Brahman 
We further maintain that the terms ‘ consisting of mind, and 
having breath for its body, which the purvapakshin asserts 


1 The discussion is brought on by the term vivakshita in the 
Sfitra whose meaning is ‘expressed aimed at, hut more literally 
dented to be expressed. 
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cannot refeL to Brahman may refei to it Foi as Biahman is 
the Self of everything, qualities such as consisting of mind 
and the like which belong to the individual soul, belong to 
Biahman also Accordingly S'luti and Sm«ti say of 
Biahman Thou art woman, thou art man , thou art youth 
thou ait maided thou as an old man totterest along on thy 
staff, thou ait born with thy face turned everywhere (Sve 
Up IV 3) and ‘ its hands and feet aie everywhere its eyes 
and head aie everywhere, its ears aie everywhere it stands 
encompassing all in the world (Bha Gltd III 13) 

The passage (quoted above against oui view) Without 
bieatb without mind puie, refers to the pure (unrelated) 
Brahman The terms ’ consisting of mind having bi eath for 
its body on the other hand refer to Brahman as distinguished 
by qualities Hence as the qualities mentioned are possible 
m Brahman we conclude that the highest Brahman only is 
repiesented as the object of meditation. 

3 On the other hand as (those qualities) are not 
possible (in it) the embodied (soul is) not (denoted 
by manomaya S.c ) 

The pieceding Sutra has declared that the qualities 
mentioned are possible in Biahman the present Sutia 
states that they are not possible in the embodied Self 
Brahman only possesses in the manner explained, the 
qualities of consisting of mind, and so on not the em 
bodied individual soul For qualities such as expressed m 
the words ( He whose purposes are true, whose Self is the 
ether who has no speech who is not disturbed who is 
greater than the earth, cannot easily be attributed to the 
embodied Self By the term ‘embodied (idrira) we have 
to understand residing in a hody If it be objected that 
the Lord •also resides in the body 1 we reply True he 
does reside m the body but not m the body only , for Jiuti 
declares him to be all pervading compare He is greater 
than the earth gieater than the atmosphere omnipresent 
like the ethei eternal ’ The individual soul on the other 


he is vyipin 
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hand, is in the body only apart from which as the abode of 
fruition it does not exist 

4 And because there is a (separate) denotation 
of the object of activity and of the agent 

The attributes of consisting of mind, and so on, cannot 
belong to the embodied Self for that leason also, that there 
is a (separate) denotation of the object of activity and of 
the agent In the passage When I shall have departed 
fiom hence I shall obtain him (Kh Up III 14 4) the 
word him refers to that which is the topic of discussion 
viz the Self which is to be meditated upon as possessing 
the attributes of consisting of mind &c as the object of an 
activity viz as something to be obtained , while the words 
* I shall obtain represent the meditating individual Self as 
the agent, 1 e the obtamer Now, wherever it can be 
helped, we must not assume that one and the same being is 
spoken of as the agent and the object of the activity at the 
same time The 1 elation existing between a person medi 
fating and the thing meditated upon requires, moreover, 
different abodes — And thus for the above reason, also that 
which is characterised by the attributes of consisting of 
mind and so on cannot be the individual soul 

5 On account of the difference of words 

That which possesses the attributes of consisting of mind, 
and so on, cannot be the individual soul, for that reason also 
that there is a difference of words. 

That is to say, we meet with another scriptural passage of 
kindred subject matter (Sat Bi£ X, 6, 3, a) • Like a nee 
giam or a barley grain or a canary seed or the kernel of a 
canaiy seed thus that golden person is in the Self There 
one word, 1 e the locative in the Self,’ denotes the embodied 
Self, and a different word, viz the nominative * person * 
denotes the Self distinguished by the qualities of con- 
sisting of mind &c We therefrom conclude that the two 
are different 

6 And on account of Smmti 

Stnrfti also declares the difference of the embodied Self 
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and the highest Self viz Bha GitA XVIII 61 'The Lord 
O Ai^una is seated in the heart of all beings, driving round 
by his magical power all beings (as if they wcie) mounted 
011 a machine 

But what, it may be asked is that so called embodied 
Self different from the highest Self which is to be set aside 
according to the preceding Sfttras ? Sruti passages as well 
ns Smriti, expressly deny that there is any Self apart from 
the highest Self compare, for instance, B n Up III, 7 43 
'There is no othei seer but he, theie is no other hearer 
but he and Bha Gltfl XIII, 2 And know me also 0 
BhArata to be the kshetia^a in all kshetias 

True we leply (there is in reality one universal Self only ) 
But the highest Self ift so far as it is limited by its adjuncts, 
viz the body, the senses and the mind (mano buddhi) is, 
by the ignorant spoken of as if it were embodied Simi 
laily the ether although in reality unlimited appears limited 
owing to certain adjuncts such as jars and other vessels 
With regai d to this (unieal limitation of the one Self) the 
distinction of objects of activity and of agents may be 
practically assumed as long as we have not learned — 
from the passage That art thou — that the Self is one 
only As soon, however as we grasp the truth that there 
is only one universal Self there is an end to the whole 
practical view of the world with fis distinction of bondage, 
final lelease, and the like 

7 If it be said that (the passage does) not (refer 
to Brahman) on account of the smallness of the 
abode (mentioned) and on account of the denotations 
of that (1 e of minuteness), we say, no because 
(Brahman) has thus to be contemplated, and be- 
cause the case is analogous to that of ether 

On account of the limitation of its abode which is men- 
tioned in the clause He is my Self within the heart and 
on account of the declaration as to its minuteness contained 
in the direct statement He is smaller than a grain of nee 
&c. the embodied soul only which is of the size of an awl a 
point is spoken of in the under on and not 
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the highest Self This assertion made above (m the purva 
pakshaof Sdtra I and lestated in the purvapaksha of the 
present Sutra) has to be refuted We therefoie maintain 
that the objection raised does not invalidate our view of the 
passage It is true that a thing occupying a limited space 
only cannot in any way be spoken of as omnipresent but 
on the other hand that which is omnipresent and therefore 
in all places may from a certain point of view be said to 
occupy a limited space Similarly a prince may be called 
the luler of Ayodhyh although he is at the same time the 
ruler of the whole earth — But from what point of view can 
the omnipresent Lord be said to occupy a limited space and 
to be minute*— He may we reply be spoken of thus ‘because 
he is to be contemplated thus The passage under discus 
sion teaches us to contemplate the Lord as abiding within 
the lotus of the heart characterised by minuteness and 
similar qualities — which apprehension of the Lord is ren 
deied possible through a modification of the mind — just as 
Hari is contemplated in the sacied stone called'i'dlagiim 
Although present everywhere, the Lord is pleased when 
meditated upon as dwelling in the heart The case is 
moreover to be viewed as analogous to that of the ether 
The ether although all pervading is spoken of as limited 
and minute if considered in its connexion with the eye of a 
needle so Brahman also But it is an understood matter 
that the attributes of limitation of ahode and of minuteness 
depend in Brahman s case entirely on special forms of con 
temptation, and are not real The latter consideration dis 
poses also of the objection that if Brahman has its abode 
in the heart which heart abode is a different one in each 
body, it would follow that it is affected by all the imper 
fections which attach to beings having different abodes, such 
as parrots shut up m different cages, viz want of unity, 
being made up of parts, non permanency, and so on 

8 If it is said that (from the circumstance of 
Brahman and the individual soul being one) there 
follows fruition (on the part of Brahman) we say 
no on account of the difference of nature (of the two) 
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But it may be said, as Brahman is omnipresent like ether 
and therefore connected with the hearts of all living beings 
and as it is of the nature of mtelhgence and theicfore not dif 
ferent from the individual soul it follows that Brahman also 
has the same fruition of pleasure pain, and so on (as the indi 
vidual soul) The same lesult follows from its unity For 
m reality there exists no transmigratoiy Self different from 
the highest Self as appeals fiom the text There is no 
other knower but he (B rt Up III, 7 23) and similar pas 
sages Hence the highest Self is subject to the fruition 
connected with transmigratoiy existence 

This is not so we reply because there is a difference of 
natuie From the circumstance that Biahman is Connected 
with the hearts of all living beings it does not follow that it 
is like the embodied Self subject to fruition tor between 
the embodied Self and the highest Self there is the dif 
ference that the former acts and enjoys acqutres merit and 
dement, and is affected by pleasure pain and so on while 
the latter is of the opposite nature 1 e characterised by being 
free from all evil and the like On account of this diffeience 
of the two the fruition of the one does not extend to the 
other To assume merely on the ground of the mutual 
pioximity of the two without considering their essentially 
different powers that a connexion with effects exists (m 
Brahman’s case also) would be no better than to ■suppose 
that space is on fire (when something in space is on fire) 
The same objection and refutation apply to the case of 
those also who teach the existence of moie than one omm 
present Self In reply to the assertion, that because 
Brahman is one and there are no other Selfs outside 
it Brahman must be subject to fruition since the individual 
soul is so, we ask the question How have you, our wise 
opponent ascertained that there is no other Self? You will 
reply we suppose, from scriptural texts such as, * That art 
thou I am Br ahman , There is no other knower but he, 
and so on. Very well then it appears that the truth about 
sciiptural matters is to be ascertained from Scripture, and 
that Scripture is not sometimes to be appealed to and on 
other ons to be d sregarded 
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Scriptural texts such as that art thou teach that 
Brahman which is free from all evil is th© Self of the 
embodied soul and thus dispel even the opinion that the em 
bodied soul is subject to fruition , how then should fruition 
on the part of the embodied soul involve fruition on the 
part of Biahman ? — Let, then the unity of the individual 
soul and Brahman not be apprehended on the ground of 
Scripture — In that case we leply the fruition on the part 
of the individual soul has wrong knowledge for its cause, 
and Brahman as it truly exists is not touched thereby, not 
any more than the ethei becomes leally dark blue in con 
sequence of ignorant people presuming it to be so For 
this reason the S&trak&ra says 1 ‘no on account of the 
difference In spite of their unity, fruition on the part of 
the soul does not involve fruition on the part of Brahman 
because there is a difference For there is a difference 
between false knowledge and perfect knowledge fruition 
being the figment of false knowledge while the unity (of 
the Self) is revealed by perfect knowledge Now, as the 
substance revealed by perfect knowledge cannot be affected 
by fruition which is nothing but the figment of false 
knowledge it is impossible to assume even a shadow of 
fruition on Brahman s part 

9 The eater (is the highest Self) since what is 
movable and what is immovable is mentioned (as 
his food) 

We read in the Kafliavalli (I 2 115) Who then knows 
where He is He to whom the Brahmans and Kshattnyas 
are but food, and death itself a condiment?’ This passage 
intimates by means of the words food’ and condiment 
that there is some eater A doubt then arises whether the 
eater be Agm or the individual soul or the highest Self, 
for no distinguishing characteristic is stated and Agm as 
w^l as the individual soul and the highest Self is observed 
to form in that I! pamshed, the subjects of questions 3 

x Another interpretation of die later part of Sfcra 

1 Cp. KaOo. Tip 1 1 13 tp I , I4< 
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"I he pOrvapakshin maintains that the eater is Agni fire 
Being known from Scripture as well (cp Bn Up I 4, 6) 
as from oidinary life to be the eater of food Or else 
the individual soul may be the eater according to the 
passage One of them eats the sweet fruit (Mu Up III, 
1, 1) On the other hand the eater cannot be Brahman 
on account of the passage (which forms the continuation 
of the one quoted fiom the Mu Up), The other looks 
on without eating 

The eatei we reply must be the highest Self because 
there is mentioned what is movable and what is immov 
able For all things movable and immovable are here 
to be taken as constituting the food while death is the 
condiment But nothing beside the highest Self can be 
the consumer of all these things m their totality, the 
highest Self howevu when reabsorbing the entire aggre- 
gate of effects may be said to eat everything If it is 
objected that here no express mention is made of things 
movable and things immovable and that hence we have 
no right to use the (alleged) mention made of them as a 
leason, we reply that this objection is unfounded firstly, 
because the aggregate of all living beings is seen to be 
meant fiom the circumstance of death be ng the condiment 
and, secondly because the Brahmans and Kshattnyas may 
here, on account of their pre-emment position be viewed 
as instances only (of all beings) Concerning the objection 
that the highest Self cannot be an eater on account of the 
passage quoted ( the other looks on without eating’), we 
remark that that passage aims at denying the fruition (on 
the part of the highest Self) of the results of woiks such 
fruition being mentioned in immediate proximity, but 
is not meant to negative the reabsorption of the world 
of effects (into Brahman) , for it is well established by all 
the Vedclnta-texts that Brahman is the cause of the 
creation subsistence, and reabsorption of the world There 
fore the eater can here be Brahman only 

10 And on account of the topic under discussion 

That the highest Self only can be the eater referred to 
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is moreover evident from the passage (Ka Up I, a, 18), 
(‘ The knowing Self is not born it dies not ) which shows 
that the highest Self is the geneial topic And to adhere 
to the general topic is the propei proceeding Further, the 
clause 'Who then knows where he is, shows that the 
cognition is connected with difficulties, which cucumstance 
again points to the highest Self 

1 1 The * two entered into the cave (are the in 
dividual soul and the highest Self) for the two are 
(intelligent) Selfs (and therefore of the same nature) 
as it is seen (that numerals denote beings of the 
same nature) 

In the same Ka^avalh we read (I, 3, 1) Theie are the 
two drinking the reward of their works m the world (i e 
the body,) entered into the cave dwelling on the highest 
summit Those who know Brahman call them shade and 
light likewise those householders who peiform the Tn?«t 
&keta sacrifice 

Here the doubt arises whether the mind (buddhi) and 
the individual soul are referred to, 01 the individual soul 
and the highest Self If the mind and the individual soul 
then the individual soul is here spoken of as different from 
the aggregate of the organs of action, (1 e the body) among 
which the mind occupies the first place And a statement 
on this point is to be expected, as a question concerning 
it is asked in a preceding passage viz I j, 20, ‘Theie is 
that doubt when a man is dead— some saying he is , 
others, he is not This I should like to know taught by 
thee, this is the third of my boons If on the othei 
hand, the passage refers to the individual soul and the 
highest Self, then it intimates that the highest Self is 
different from the individual soul , and this also requires 
to he declared here, on account of the question cont ain ed 
«i the passage (I, 2, 14), * That which thou seest as different 
ftom religious duty and its contrary, from effect and cause 
from the past and the future, tell me that 

The doubt to which the passage gives rise having thus 
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been stated, a caviller stalls the following objection neither 
of the stated views can be maintained — Why? — On account 
of the characteristic mark implied in the circumstance that 
the two are said to drink, 1 e to enjoy the fruit of their 
works in the world For this can apply to the intelligent 
individual soul only not to the non intelligent buddhi 
And as the dual form drinking’ (pibantau) shows that 
both are drinking, the view of the two being the 
buddhi and the individual soul is not tenable hor the 
same reason the other opinion also viz of the two being 
the individual soul and the highest Self, cannot be main 
tamed for drinking (i e the fiuition of reward) cannot 
be predicated of the highest Self on account of the mantra 
(Mu Up III, 1, 1) 'The other looks on without eating’ 
These objections we leply, are without any force Just 
as we see that m phiases such as the men with the 
umbiella (lit the umbrella men) are walking, the attn 
bute of being furnished with an umbrella which properly 
speaking belongs to one man only is secondarily ascribed 
to many so here two agents are spoken of as drinking 
because one of them is really drinking Or e ! se we may 
explain the passage by saying that, while the individual 
soul only drinks, the Loid also is said to drink because 
he makes the soul drink On the other hand we may 
also assume that the two are the buddhi and the individual 
soul, the instrument bemg figuratively spoken of as the 
agent — a figure of speech exemplified by phrases such as 
the fuel cooks (the food) And m a chapter whose topic 
is the soul no two other beings can well be represented 
as enjoying rewards Hence there is room for the doubt 
whether the two are the buddhi and the individual soul 
or the individual soul and the highest Self 

Here the pfirvapakshin maintains that the formei of 
the two stated views is the right one, because the two 
beings are qualified as 'entered into the cave Whether 
we understand by the cave the body or the heart, tn either 
case the buddhi and the individual soul may be spoken 
of as * entered into the cave Nor would it be appropriate, 
as long as another interpretation is possible, to assume 
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that a special place is here ascribed to the omnipresent 
Brahman Moreovei the words f in the world of their 
good deeds show that the two do not pass beyond the 
sphere of the results of then good works But the highest 
Self is not sn the sphere of the results of eithei good or 
bad works , according to the scriptural passage, ‘ It does 
not grow larger by woiks nor does it grow smaller Furthei 
the words shade and light properly designate what is 
intelligent and what is non intelligent, because the two are 
opposed to each other like light and shade Hence we con 
elude that the buddhi and the individual soul are spoken of 
To this we make the following reply — In the passage 
undei discussion the individual soul (vi^&natman) and the 
highest Self are spoken of, because these two being both 
intelligent Selfs, are of the same nature For we see that 
m ordinary life also, whenever a number is mentioned beings 
of the same class are understood to be meant , when for 
instance the cider is given, Look out foi a second (le a 
fellow) for this bull, people look out for a second bull not 
for a horse or a man So heie also where the mention of 
the fruition of rewaids enables us to determine that the 
individual soul is meant, we understand at once when a 
second is required that the highest Self has to be understood 
for the highest Self is intelligent and therefore of the same 
nature as the soul — -But has it not been said above that the 
highest Self cannot be meant here on account of the text 
stating that it is placed in the cave ? — Well we reply jruti as 
well as sinrrti speaks of the highest Self as placed m the 
cav^ Compare, for instance (Ka Up I, a i a), c The Ancient 
who is hidden in the cave who dwells in the abyss, Taitt 
Up II, r ( He who knows him hidden in the cave, in the 
highest ether , and * Seaich for the Self entered mto the 
cave« That it is not contrary to reason to assign to the omni 
present Brahman a special locality, for the purpose of clearer 
perception, we have already demonstrated The attribute of 
existing in the world of its good works, which properly belongs 
to one of the two only, viz to the individual soul, may be 
assigned to both, analogously to the case of the men one of 
whom carries an umbrella# Their being co mpared to light 
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and shade also is unobjectionable because the qualities of 
belonging and not belonging to this transmigratoiy world 
aie opposed to each other, like light and shade , the quality 
of belonging to it being due to Nescience, and the quality of 
not belonging to it being real We therefore understand by 
the two enteied into the cave the individual soul and the 
highest Self 1 — "Another leason for this interpretation follows 

12 And on account of the distinctive qualities 
(mentioned) 

Moreover the distinctive qualities mentioned in the text 
agree only with the individual Self and the highest Self 
Tor in a subsequent passage (I 3 3) Know the Self to be 
the charioteei the body to be the chariot, which contains the 
simile of the chauot, the individual soul is ^presented as a 
charioteer dnving on through transmigiatory existence and 
final lelease, while the passage (9), He reaches the end of 
his journey and that is the highest place of Vishftu repie 
sents the highest Self as the goal of the duvet's course 
And in a piccedmg passage also, (I 2 12 The wise, who by 
means of meditation on his Self, recognises the Ancient who 
is difficult to be seen, who has entered mto the dark who n> 
hidden in the cave who dwells m the abyss as God he 
indeed leaves joy and sonow far behind ) the same two 
beings ai e distinguished as thinker and as object of thought 
The highest Self is, moreover the general topic And fur 
ther, the clause, ‘ Those who know Brahman call them &c 
which brings forward a special class of speakers, is in its 
place only if the highest Self is accepted (as one of the two 
beings spoken of) It is therefore evident that the passage 
under discussion refers to the individual soul and the highest 
Self 

The same icasomng applies to the passage (Mu Up III 
1 1), Two birds, inseparable friends, &c There also the 
Self is the general topic, and hence no two ordinary buds 
can be meant , we thei efoie conclude from the charactcnstic 
mark of eating mentioned in the passage, ‘ One of them eats 
the sweet fruit that the individual soul is meant and from 
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the characteristic marks of abstinence from eating and of in 
telligence, implied in the words ‘The other looks on without 
eating/ that the highest Self is meant In a subsequent 
mantra again the two are distinguished as the seer and the 
object of sight Merged into the same tree (as it weie into 
water) man grieves at his own impotence (an i$4), bewildered 
but when he sees the other Lord (ira) contented and knows 
his glory, then his grief passes away 
Another (commentator) gives a different interpretation of 
the mantra, ‘Two buds inseparable &c To that mantra, 
he says, the final decision of the present head of discussion 
does not apply, because it is differently" interpreted m the 
Pamgi rahasya Brdhma«a According to the latter the being 
which eats the sweet fruit is the satti a the other being which 
looks on without eating the individual soul (gna.) , so that 
the two are the sattva and the individual soul (kshetragi«a) 
The objection that the word sattva might denote the mdi 
vidua! soul and the word kshetra^wa the highest Self is to 
be met by the remaik that in the first place the words 
sattva and kshetra^a have the settled meaning of internal 
organ and individual soul and are in the second place, 
expressly so interpreted there (viz in the Paingi-rahasya ) 
‘The sattva is that by means of which man sees di earns , 
the embodied one the seer is the kshetragTza the two are 
therefore the internal oigan and the individual soul Nor 
does the mantra undei discussion fall under the purvapaksha 
propounded above For it does not aim at setting forth 
the embodied individual soul in so far as it is characterised 
by the attnbutes connected with the tiansmigratory state 
such as acting and enjoying , but in so far rather as it 
transcends all attnbutes connected with the sawsara and is 
of the nature of Brahman i e is pure intelligence, as is 
evident from the clause The othei looks on without eating 
That agrees, moreover with jruti and smrzti passages such 
as, ‘That art thou and Know me also to be the individual 
soul (Bha, Gita XIII, a) Only on such an explanation 
of the passage as the preceding one there is room for the 
declaration made in the concluding passage of the section 
‘ These twoare the sattva and the kshetra^a to him indeed 
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who knows this no impurity attaches 1 — But how can on 
the above interpretation, the non intelligent sattva (1 e the 
internal oigan) be spoken of as an enjoyer as is actually done 
in the clause One of them eats the sweet fruit? — The whole 
passage, we reply, does not aim at setting forth the fact 
that the sattva is an enjover but rather the fact that the 
intelligent individual soul is not an enjoyer but is of the nature 
of Brahman To that end* the passage undei discussion 
metaphoucally ascribes the attribute of being an enjoyei to 
the internal organ, 111 so far as it is modified by pleasure 
pain and the like Bor all acting and enjoying is at the 
bottom based on the non discrimination (by the soul) of 
the respective nature of internal organ and soul while in 
reality neither the internal organ noi the soul either act or 
enjoy, not the foimer because it is non intelligent, not the 
latter, because it is not capable of any modification And 
the internal organ can be considered a's acting and enjoying, 
all the less as it is a mere presentment of Nescience In agree- 
ment with what we have here maintained Scripture (‘ For 
where there is as it were duality theie one sees the other, 
&c Brt Up IV 5 15) declares that the practical assump 
tton of agents, and so on — comparable to the assumption of 
the existence of elephants and the like, seen in a dream — 
holds good in the sphere of Nescience only while the pas 
sage, * But when the Self only is all this how should he see 
another? declares that all that pi actically postulated exist 
ence vanishes for him who has arrived at discriminative 
knowledge. 

1 3 The person within (the eye) (is Brahman) on 
account of the agreement (of the attributes of that 
person with the nature of Brahman) 

1 Freedom from impurity can lesult only from the knowledge 
that Lhe individual soul is in reality Brahman The commentators 
explain ra^as by avidjd 

* Tadartham in, ^tvasya hrahm-vuddhjaitham Ui ydvat, Zaitany 
a/CMydpannd dliti sukhadind panaamata iti tatra purusbo pi bhak 
trztvam lvanubhavati na tattvata iti vakUim adhjiropayati Ananda 
Gin- 
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Scripture says * He spoke The person that is seen in the 
eye that is the Self This is the immortal the fearless this 
is Brahman Even though they drop melted butter or water 
on it ("the eye) it runs away on both sides, &c (Kk Up 
IV, *> 

The doubt here arises whether this passage lefers to the 
reflected Self which tesides in the eye or to the individual 
Self, or to the Self of some deity which presides over the 
sense of sight, or to the Lord 

With reference to this doubt the pbrvapakshm argues as 
follows What is meant (by the person in the eye) is the 
reflected Self, 1 e the image of a peison (reflected in the eye 
of another) for of that it is well known that it is seen, and 
the clause * The person that is seen in the eye refers to it 
as something well known Or else we may appropriately 
take the passage as referring to the individual Self For 
the ndmdual Self (cogmtional Self, v^K&ncttman) which 
perceives the colours by means of the eye is, on that account 
li proximity to the eye, and moieovei the word Self 
(which occurs in the passage) favours this interpretation 
Or else the passage is to be Understood as referring to the soul 
animating the sun which assists the sense of sight compare 
the passage (Bn Up V, 5, a) He (the person in the sun) 
rests with his rays In him (the person m the right eye) More 
over qualities such as immortality and the like (which are 
ascribed to the subject of the scriptural passage) may some 
how belong to individual deities The Lord, on the other 
hand 1 , cannot be meant, because a particular locality is 
spoken of 

Against this we remark that the highest Lord only 
can be meant here by the person within the eye — Why ? — 
On account of the agreement For the qualities men 
tioned in the passage accord with the nature of the highest 
Lord The quality of bemg the Self, in the first place, 
belongs to the highest Lord in its primary (non-figurative 
or non- derived) sense, as we know from such texts as That 

1 Who, somebody might say is to be understood here because 
immortality and amvhr quataes belong to ban not somehow only 
but in their true sense 
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is the Self, ‘ That art thou Imrooi tality and fearlessness 
again are often ascribed to him m Scripture The location 
in the eye also is in consonance with the nature of the 
highest Lord For just as the highest Lord whom Scrip 
ture declares to be fiee from all evil is not stained by any 
impel fections, so the station of the eye also is declared 
to be free from all stain as we see from the passage Even 
though they drop melted butter 01 water on it it runs away 
on both sides The statement moreover, that he possesses 
the qualities of sa«*yadv&ma, &c can be reconciled with 
the highest Lord only ( Kh Up IV, 15, 3 They call him 
Sa?Kyadv&ma for all blessings (vama) go towaids him 
(sawyanti) He is also vamanl for he leads (nayati) all 
blessings (vima) He is also Bhdmam for he shines (bh&ti) 
in all worlds ) Therefore on account of agieement, the 
person within the eye is the highest Lord 

14 And on account of the statement of place, and 
so on 

But how does the confined locality of the eye agiee 
with Brahman which is omnipresent like the ethei ? — To 
this question we reply that there would indeed be a want 
of agreement if that one locality only were assigned to 
the Lord For other localities also viz the earth and so 
on are attributed to him in the passage ' He who dwells 
in the earth &c (Bn Up III 7, 3) And among those 
the eye also is mentioned viz 111 the clause ‘ He who dwells 
in the eye ’ &c The phrase * and so on, which forms pai t 
of the Sutra intimates that not only locality is assigned 
to Brahman although not (really) appropriate to it, but that 
also such things as name and form, although not appro 
priate to Brahman which is devoid of name and form are 
yet seen to be attributed to it That in such passages as 
*His name is ut he with the golden beard {Kh Up I 
6 7, d) Brahman although devoid of qualities is spoken 
of, for the purposes of devotion, as possessing qualities 
depending on name and form we have alieady shown And 
we have moreover shown that to attribute to Br ahm a n 
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a definite locality in spite of his omnipresence subserves 
the purposes ot contemplation and is therefore not con 
trary to leason 1 no more than to contemplate Vish/m fn 
the sacred r&lagr&m 

15 And on account of the passage referring to 
that which is distinguished by pleasure (1 e Brah 
man) 

There is, moreover really no room for dispute whether 
Biahman be meant m the passage under discussion or not 
because the fact of Brahman being meant is established 
by the reference to that which is distinguished by pleasure 
For the same Brahman which is spoken of as chaiacterised 
by pleasure in the beginning of the chapter 2 viz m the 
clauses Breath is Biahman Ka is Brahman, Kha is Brah- 
man that same Brahman we must suppose to be referred 
to in the present passage also it being pioper to adheie 
to the subject mattei undei discussion, the clause, ‘The 
teacher will tell you the way 3 merely announcing that 
the way will be proclaimed [by the teacher, not that a 
new subject will be started] — How then, it may be asked, 
is it known that Brahman as distinguished. by pleasuie, is 
spoken of in the beginning of the passage? — We reply 
On heating the speech of the fires vir Breath is Brahman 
Ka is Brahman, Kha is Brahmin, Upakorala says, * I under 
stand that bieath is Brahman but I do not understand 
that Ka or Kha is Brahman Theieupon the fires reply 
* What is Ka is Kha what is Kha is Ka Now the vmrd 
Kha denotes m ordinary language the elemental ether 
If therefore the word Ka which means pleasure were not 
applied to qualify the sense of * Kha/ we should conclude 


1 1 lie /Ik&s say that the contents of this last sentence are hinted 
at by the word and m the Sfitra 

* I e at the beginning of the instruction which the sacred fires 
glire to Upakorala, Kh Up IV iq ff 

* "Which words conclude the instruction given by the fires and 
introduce die instruction given by the teacher of which the passage 

the pem that is seen m the eye Sic forma a part 
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that the name Brahman is heie symbolically 1 given to the 
mere elemental ether as it is (in other places) given to 
mere names and the like Thus also with regal d to the 
word Ka which, m ordinal y language denotes the imperfect 
pleasure springing from the contact of the sense organs 
with their objects If the word Kha were not applied to 
qualify the sense of Ka we should conclude that ordinary 
pleasure is here called Brahman But as the two words 
Ka and Kha (occur together and theiefore) qualify each 
other they intimate Brahman whose Self is pleasure 
If a in the passage referred to (viz Breath is Brahman 
Ka is Brahman Kha is Biahman } the second Brahman 
(1 e the word Brahman m the clause Ka is Brahman ) 
were not added, and if the sentence would run Ka, Kha 
is Brahman, the word Ka would be employed as a mere 
qualifying word and thus pleasure as being a mere quality 
would not be repiesented as a subject of meditation To 
prevent this, both words — Ka as well as Kha — are joined 
with the word Brahman ( Ka (is) Biahman, Kha (is) Brah- 
man’) For the passage wishes to intimate that pleasure 
also although a quality should be meditated upon as some- 
thing in which qualities inhere It thus appears that at 
the beginning of the chapter Brahman as chaiacterised 
by pleasure, is spoken of After that the G&rhapatya and 
the other sacred fires proclaim 111 turns their own gloiy, 
and finally conclude with the words This is our knowledge, 
O friend and the knowledge of the Self, wherein they point 
back to the Brahman spoken of before The words, * The 
teacher will tell you the way (which form the last clause 
of the concluding passage) merely promise an explanation 
of the way and thus preclude the idea of another topic being 
started The teacher thereupon saying ‘As water does 
not cling to a lotus leaf, so no evil deed clings to one who 
knows it (which words intervene between the concluding 


1 Arraydnlarapratj ayasy&jraySnlare kshepaA pratlkaA j'atM 
brabmarabdai param&tmavishayo n$m&dishu kshipyate BhS 
1 The following sentences give the reason why although there is 
only one Brahman the word Brahman is repealed 
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speech of the fires and the information given by the teacher 
about the person within the eye) declares that no evil 
attacks him who knows the person within the eye and 
thereby shows the latter to be Brahman It thus appeal 
that the teacher's intention is to speak about that Brahman 
which had formed the topic of the instruction of the fires 
to represent it at first as located in the eye and possessing 
the qualities of Sawyadv&ma and the like and to point out 
afterwards that he who thus knows passes on to light and 
so on He therefore begins by saying That person that 
is seen in the eye that is the Self 

1 6 And on account of the statement of the way 
of him who has heard the Upanishads 

The person placed m the eye is the highest lord foi 
the following reason also From jruti as well as sm^rti 
we are acquainted with the way of him who has heaid 
the Upanishads or the secret knowledge, 1 e who knows 
Brahman That way called the path of the gods is 
described (Pra. Up I 10} ‘Those who have sought the 
Self by penance abstinence faith, and knowledge gain 
by the northern path the sun This is the home of the 
spirits the immortal, free from fear the highest Fiom 
thence they do not return ’ and also (Bha Gita VIII 24), 
‘Fire light the bright fortnight the six months of the 
northern progress of the sun on that way those who know 
Brahman go when, they have died, to Brahman Now that 
very same way is seen to be stated m our text for him 
who knows the person within the eye Foi we read {Kk 
Up IV 15 5) Now whether people perform obsequies 
for him or no he goes to light , and later on, From the 
sun (he goes) to the moon, from the moon to lightning 
There ib a person not human he leads them to Brahman 
This is the path of the gods} the path that leads to Brah 
naan* Those who proceed on that path do not return to 
the hfe of man From this description of the way which 
is known to be the way of him who knows Biahman wc 
ascertain that the person withm the eye ts Brahman. 
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17 (The person withm the eye is the highest) 
not any other Self, on account of the non perma 
nency (of the other Selfs) and on account of the im 
possibility (of the qualities of the person m the eye 
being ascribed to the other Selfs) 

To the assertion made in the purvapaksha that the 
person in the eye is either the reflected Self or the cog 
mtional Self (the individual soul) or the Self of some deity 
the following answer is given — No other Self such as for 
instance the reflected Self can be assumed here on account 
of non permanency — The leflected Self in the first place, 
does not permanently abide in the eye For when some 
person approaches the eye the reflection of that person 
is seen m the eye but when the person moves away 
the reflection is seen no longer The passage That 
person within the eye must moreover be held, on the 
ground of proximity, to intimate that the person seen in 
a man s own eye is the object of (that man s) devout medi 
tation (and not the reflected image of his own person which 
he may see in the eye of another man) [Let then, another 
man approach the devout man, and let the latter meditate 
on the image reflected in his own eye but seen by the other 
man only No, we reply, for] we have no right to make 
the (complicated) assumption that the devout man is at 
the time of devotion to bring close to his eye another 
man in order to produce a reflected image in his own 
eye Scripture moreover (viz. Kh Up VIII 9 1, It (the 
reflected Self) perishes as soon as the body perishes ) 
declares the non permanency of the reflected Self — And 
fuither ‘on account of impossibility (the person m the 
eye cannot be the reflected Self) For immortality and 
the other qualities ascribed to the person in the eye are 
not to be perceived m die reflected Self — Of the cogm 
tional Self) in the second place, which is in general con- 
nexion with the whole body and all the senses, it can 
likewise not be said that it has its permanent station in 
die eye only That on the other hand, Biahman although 
^11 pervading may for the purpose of contemplat on, be 

C34] K 
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spoken of as connected with particular places such as the 
heart and the like we have seen aheady The cogmtional 
Self shares (with the reflected Self) the impossibility of 
having the qualities of immortality and so on attributed to 
it Although the cogmtional Self is in reality not different 
from the highest Self still there are fictitiously ascribed 
to it (adhj Sropita) the effects of nescience desire and 
works viz mortality and fear so that neither immortality 
nor fearlessness belongs to it The qualities of being the 
sawyadvama &c also cannot properly be ascribed to the 
cogmtional Self which is not distinguished bj loidly power 
(auvarya) — In the third place although the Self of a deity 
(viz the sun) has its station m the eye — according to the 
sciiptural passage, He rests with his rays in him — still 
Selfhood cannot be ascribed to the sun on account of 
his externality (parSgrfipatva) Immortality &c also cannot 
be predicated of him as Scripture speaks of his origin and 
his dissolution For the (so called) deathlessness of the 
gods only means their (comparatively) long existence And 
their lordly power also is based on the highest Lord and 
does not naturally belong to them as the mantra declares, 
From terror of it (Brahman) the wind blows from terror 
the sun rises from ten or of it Agm and Indra yea Death 
runs as the fifth — Hence the person in the eye must be 
viewed as the highest Lord only In the case of this 
explanation being adopted the mention (of the person in 
the eye) as something well known and established, which 
is contained in the words ‘is seen (in the phrase the 
person that is seen xn the eye ) has to be taken as refernng 
to (the mental perception founded on) the jastra which 
belongs to those who know , and the glorification (of devout 
meditation) has to be understood as its purpose 

18 The internal ruler over the devas and so on 
(is Brahman), because the attributes of that (Brah 
man) are designated 

In Up III, Jiff we read, He who within rules 
this world and the other world and all beings and later 
on , 1 He who dwells to the earth and within the earth who n 
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the earth does not know whose body the earth is, who 
rules the earth within he is thy Self the ruler within the 
immortal &c The entne chapter (to sum up its contents) 
speaks of a being called the antary«tmin (the internal ruler) 
who dwelling within rules with reference to the gods 
the world, the Veda, the sacrifice the beings the Self — 
Here now, owing to the unusualness of the term (antar 
yamm) there arises a doubt whether it denotes the Self 
of some deity which presides ovei the gods and so on 
or some Yogin who has acquired extraordinary powers 
such as for instance the capability of making his body 
subtle or the highest Self or some other being What 
alternative then does recommend itself? 

As the teim is an unknown one, the pfirvapakshm says 
we must assume that the being denoted by it is also an 
unknown one different from all those mentioned above — 
Or else it may be said that on the one hand we have no 
right to assume something of an altogether indefinite 
charactei and that, on the other hand tne term antary! 
min — which is derived from antaryamana (ruling withm) — 
cannot be called altogether unknown that therefore an*ai 
ySmin may be assumed to denote some god presiding over 
the earth and so on Similarly we read (Bn Up III 9, 
16) ‘He whose dwelling is the earth whose sight is fire 
whose mind is light &c A god of that kind is capable of 
ruling the earth and so on dwelling within them, because 
he is endowed with the organs of action rulership is there- 
fore rightly ascribed to him — Or else the rulership spoken 
of may belong to some Yogin whom his extraordinary powers 
enable to enter within all things — The highest Self on the 
other hand cannot be meant, as it does not possess the organs 
of action (which are required for ruling) 

To this we make the following reply — The internal ruler 
of whom Scripture speaks with reference to the gods, must 
be the highest Self cannot be anything else — Why so? — 
Because its qualities are designated in the passage undei 
discussion The universal ruleiship implied m the statement 
that dwelling withm it rules the entire aggregate ©f created 
beings inclusive of the gods, and so on is an appropriate 

K 2 
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attribute of the highest Self since omnipotence depends 
on (the omnipotent ruler) being the cause of all cieated 
things — The qualities of Selfhood and immortality also, 
which are mentioned in the passage ‘ He is thy Self the 
ruler within the immortal, belong in their primary sense to 
the highest Self —Further the passage He whom the earth 
does not know which declares that the internal ruler is not 
known by the earth deity, shows him to be different from 
that deity for the deity of the earth knows itself to be the 
earth — The attributes unseen unheard’ also point to 
the highest Self, which is devoid of shape and other sensible 
qualities — The objection that the highest Self is destitute 
of the organs of action and hence cannot be a ruler is 
without force because organs of action may be ascribed to 
him owing to the organs of action of those whom he rules, — 
If it should be objected that [if we once admit an internal 
ruler m addition to the individual soul] we are duven to 
assume again another and another ruler ad infinitum , we 
reply that this is not the case, as actually there is no other 
ruler (but the highest Self 1 ) The objection would be valid 
only in the case of a difference of rulers actually existing 
— For all these reasons the internal ruler is no other but the 
highest Self 

1 9 And (the internal ruler is) not that which the 
Smmi assumes (viz the pradhana) on account of 
the statement of qualities not belonging to it 

Good so far a Sankhya opponent resumes The attributes 
however of not being seen, &c belong also to the pradh&na 
assumed by the Sankhya smriti which is acknowledged to 
be devoid of form and other sensible qualities For then 

1 According to Scripture, N irankuxasi sarvamyantntvaiw rrautaw 
na h, tadnre sarvaniyantan bkedo na ianumanas* rrutibhaditam 
uttabMati Aranda Gin Or else, as Go An remarks we may ex 
flam as the highest Self ts not really different from the individual 
souL So also Bhdmalt Ha MnavasiM na hi niyantrantaram tena 
myamyate tew tu yo ^tvo ruj anti lokasiddhaA sa paramatmevo 
p&dhya pltabhedaA 
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Smrzti says Undiscoverable, unknowable as if wholly in 
sleep (Manu I 5) To this pradhana also the attribute of 
rulership belongs as it is the cause of all effects. Theiefore 
the internal ruier may be understood to denote the pradh&na 
The pradMna has indeed been set aside already by the 
Sutra I 1, 5 but we bring it forward again because we find 
that attributes belonging to it, such as not being seen and 
the like are mentioned in Scupture 

To this argumentation the Shtrakara replies that the word 
internal mler cannot denote the pradhana because qualities 
no 4- belonging to the latter are stated For, although the 
pradhana may be spoken of as not being seen, &c , it cannot 
be spoken of as seeing since the Sankhyas admit it to be 
non intelligent But the scriptural passage which forms the 
complement to the passage about the internal ruler (Bn Up 
III 7, 33) says expiessly Unseen but seeing unheard but 
hearing, UDperceived but perceiving unknown but knowing 
— And Selfhood also cannot belong to the pradhana 
Well then if the term internal ruler cannot be admitted 
to denote the pradh&na because the latter is neither a Self 
nor seeing let us suppose it to denote the embodted {indi 
vidual) soul which is intelligent and theiefore hears sees 
perceives knows which is internal (pratya nk) and there 
fore of the nature of Self , and which is immortal, because 
it is able to enjoy the fruits of its good and evil actions 
It is moreover a settled matter that the attributes of not 
being seen, &c , belong to the embodied soul because the 
agent of an action such as seeing cannot at the same time 
be the object of the action This is declared m scriptural 
passages also, as, for instance (B n Up III 4 a), Thou 
couldst not see the seer of sight The individual soul is 
moreover capable of inwardly ruling the complex of the 
organs of action as it is the enjoyer Therefore the internal 
ruler is the embodied soul — To this reasoning the following 
Siltra replies 


20 A.nd the embodied soul (also cannot be under 
stood by the nternal mler for both also 1 e both 
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recensions of the Bnhad Ara»yaka) speak of it as 
different (from the internal ruler) 

The word ‘ not (in the Sutra) has to be supplied fiom 
the preceding Shtra Although the attributes of seeing &c 
belong to the individual soul still as the soul is limited by 
its adjuncts as the ether is by a jai it is not capable of 
dwelling completely within the earth and the other beings 
mentioned and to rule them Moreover the followers of 
both jakhas 1 e the Khavas as well as the M&dhyandinas 
speak m their texts of the individual soul as different from 
the internal ruler viz as constituting like the earth and so 
on his abode and the object of his rule The Kdwvas read 
(B n Up III 7 22), He who dwells in knowledge, the 
M&dhyandinas He who dwells in the Seif If the latter 
reading is adopted the word Self denotes the individual 
soul if the formei the individual soul is denoted by the 
word knowledge for the individual soul consists of 
knowledge It is therefoie a settled mattei that some 
bung different from the individual soul viz the lord, is 
denoted by the term internal luler — But how it may be 
asked is it possible that there should be within one body 
two seers viz the lord who rules internally and the mdividual 
soul different from him ? — Why — we ask in return — should 
that be impossible? — Because, the opponent replies, it is 
contrary to scriptural passages such as Theie is no other 
seer but he &c which deny that there is any seeing hearing 
perceiving knowing Self but the internal ruler under dis- 
cussion — May we rejoin that passage not have the purpose 
of denying the existence of another ruler? — No, the opponent 
replies, for there is no occasion for another ruler (and 
therefore no occasion for denying his existence) and the 
text does not contain any specification (but merely denies 
the existence of any other seer m general.) 

We therefore advance the following final lefutation of the 
opponents objection — The declaration of the diffeience of 
the embodied Self and the internal ruler has its reason in 
the limiting adjunct consisting of the organs of action pre 
seated by Nescience, and is not absolutely true. For the 
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Self within is one only , two internal Selfs are not possible 
But owing to its limiting adjunct the one Self is practically 
treated as if it were two just as we make a distinction 
between the ether of the jar and the universal ether Hence 
there is room for those scriptural passages which set forth 
the distinction of knowei and object of knowledge for per- 
ception and the other means of proof for the intuitive 
knowledge of the apparent world, and for that part of 
Scripture which contains injunctions and prohibitions In 
accordance with this the scriptural passage Where there 
is duality as it weie there one sees another declares that 
the whole practical world exists only in the sphere of 
Nescience, while the subsequent passage, But when the 
Self only is all this how should he see another ? declares 
that the practical world vanishes m the sphere of true 
knowledge 

2 1 That which possesses the attributes of invisi 
bility and so on (is Brahman) on account of the 
declaration of attributes 

Scripture says The higher knowledge is this by which 
the Indestructible is apprehended That which cannot 
be seen nor seized, which is without origin and qualities 
without eyes and ears, without hands and feet the eternal 
all pervading omnipresent infinitesimal, that w hich is lm 
penshaole that it is which the wise regard as the source 
of all beings (Mu bp I i 5 6 ) — Here the doubt arises 
whether the source of all beings which is spoken of as 
characterised b\ invisibility &c be the pradlnna or the 
embodied soul or the highest Lord 

We must the pflrvapakshin says understand by the 
source of all beings the non intelligent pradhana because 
(in the passage immediately subsequent to the one quoted) 
only non. intelligent beings aie mentioned as paiallel in 
stances As the spider sends forth and draws m its 
thi cad as plants grow on the earth as from the living 
man hairs spimg forth on the head and the body thus 
eve yth ng a scs 1 ere from the Indestructible But it 
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may be objected men and spiders which are heie quoted 
as parallel instances are of intelligent nature— No the 
phrvapakshm replies for the intelligent being as such is 
not the source of the threads and the hair but everybody 
knows that the non-mtelhgent body of the spider ruled 
by intelligence is the source of the threads and so m the 
ca <y of man also — While moreover in the case of the 
preceding Sutra the pradhlna hypothesis could not be 
accepted because although some qualities mentioned such 
as invisibility and so on, agreed with it others such as being 
the seer and the like did not we have heie to do only 
with attributes such as invisibility which agree with the 
pradhana no attribute of a contrary nature being men 
Honed — But the qualities mentioned in the complementary 
passage (Mu Up I, 1 9) He who knows all and perceives 
all do not agree with the non intelligent pradhana how, 
then can the source of all beings be interpreted to mean the 
pradh&na ? — To this the ptirvapakshm leplies The passage 
The higher knowledge is that by which the Indestructible 
is apprehended that which cannot be seen &c points by 
means of the term the Indestructible to the source of a’l 
beings characterised by invisibility and similar attributes 
This same ' Indestructible is again mentioned later on in 
the passage It is higher than the high Impenshable’ 
Now that which in this latter passage is spoken of as 
higher than the Impenshable may possess the qualities 
of knowing and perceiving everything, while the piadhana 
denoted by the term the Impenshable is the source of 
all beings — If however the word source (yom) be taken 
in the sense of operative cause, we may by * the source 
of the beings understand the embodied Self also, which, 
by means of merit and dement is the cause of the ongm 
of the complex of things 

To this we make the following, reply — That which heie 
is spoken of as the source of all beings, distinguished by 
such qualities as invisibility and so on can be the highest 
Lord only, nothing else — Whereupon is this conclusion 
founded?— On the statement of attribute? tor the clause 
He who Is all-knowing all perceiving clearly states an 
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attribute belonging to the highest Lord only since the 
attributes of knowing all and perceiving all cannot be 
predicated either of the non-irtelligent pradh&na 01 the 
embodied soul whose power of sight is narrowed by its 
limiting conditions To the objection that the qualities 
of knowing and perceiving all are, in the passage under 
discussion attributed to that which is highei than the 
source of all beings — which latter is denoted by the term 
* the Imperishable —not to the source itself we reply that 
this explanation is inadmissible because the source of all 
beings which — in the clause, From the Indestructible every 
thing here anses — is designated as the material cause of 
all created beings is later on spoken of as all knowing 
and again as the cause of all cieated beings viz in the 
passage (I 1 9) Fiom him who knows all and perceives 
all whose brooding consists of knowledge from him is 
bom that Brahman name, form and food As therefoie 
the Indestructible which forms the general topic of dis 
mission is, owing to the identity of designation, recognised 
(as being referred to in the later passagealso) we undei stand 
that it is the same Indestructible to which the attributes 
of knowing and perceiving all are ascribed -—We further 
maintain that also the passage ‘Higher than the high 
Imperishable does not refer to any being diffeient from 
the imperishable source of all beings which is the geneial 
topic of discussion We conclude this fiom the circum 
stmce that the passage He truly told that knowledge 
of Brahman thiough which he knows tne imperishable 
tiue person (I a, 13 which passage leads on to the 
passage about that which is higher than the Imperishable) 
merely declares that the imperishable source of all beings 
distinguished by invisibility and the like — which formed 
the subject of the preceding chapter — will be discussed 
The reason why that imperishable source is called higher 
than the high Imperishable we shall explain under the next 
Sutr5 — Moreover two kinds of knowledge are enjoined 
there (in the Upamshad) a lower and a higher one Of 
the lower one it is said that it comprises the Rtg veda and 
so on and then the text continues The h gher knowledge 
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is that by which the Indestructible is apprehended Here 
the Indestructible is declared to be the subject of the 
higher knowledge If we now were to assume that the 
Indestructible distinguished by invisibility and like qualities 
is something different from the highest Lord, the know 
ledge referring to it would not be the higher one For 
the distinction of lower and higher knowledge is made on 
account of the diversity of their results the former leading 
to mere worldly exaltation the latter to absolute bliss , and 
nobody would assume absolute bliss to result from the know- 
ledge of the pradhSna — Moreover, as on the view we aie 
controverting the highest Self would be assumed to be 
something higher than the imperishable source of all 
beings three kinds of knowledge would have to be ac- 
knowledged while the text expressly speaks of two kinds 
only — Further, the reference to the knowledge of every 
thing being implied in the knowledge of one thing — which 
is contained in the passage (I 1 3) Sir what is that 
through which if it is known everything else becomes 
known?’ — -is possible only if the allusion is to Brahman 
the Self of all and not either to the pradhdna which com 
prises only what is non intelligent or to the enjoyer viewed 
ap*rt from the objects of enjoyment — The text moreover 
by introducing the knowledge of Brahman as the chief 
subject — which it does in the passage {I, i, 1) ‘He told the 
knowledge of Brahman the foundation of all knowledge 
to his eldest son Atharvan — and by afterwards declaring 
that out of the two kinds of knowledge, viz the lower 
one and the higher one, the higher one leads to the com- 
prehension of the Imperishable, shows that the knowledge 
of the Imperishable is the knowledge of Brahman On the 
other band, the term * knowledge of Brahman would 
become meaningless if that Imperishable which is to be 
comprehended by means of it were not Brahman The 
lower knowledge of works which comprises the J?tg veda, 
and so on, is mentioned preliminarily to the knowledge of 
Brahman for the mere purpose of glorifying the latter 
as appears from the passages m which it (the lower know 
ledge) is spoken of slightingly such as (I 2 7) But fra 
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indeed are those boats the sacrifices the eighteen m 
which this lower ceremonial has been told Fools who 
praise this as the highest good are subject again and again 
to old age and death After these slighting remarks the 
terti declares that he who turns away from the lower 
knowledge is prepared for the highest one (I 2 12) 
Let a Bidhmawa after he has examined all these worlds 
which are gained by works acquire freedom fiom all desnes 
Nothing that is eternal (not made) can be gamed by what 
is not eternal (made) Let him in order to understand this 
take fuel m his hand and approach a guru who is learned 
and dwells entirely in Brahman — The rema k that because 
the eai th and othei non intelligent things are adduced as 
parallel instances that also which is compared to them 
viz the source of all beings must be non intelligent is 
without foundation since it is not necessary that two 
things of which one as compared to the other should be 
of absolutely the same nature The things moreover to 
which the source of all beings is compared viz the earth 
and the like are material while nobody would assume the 
source of all beings to be material — For all these reasons 
the source of all beings which possesses the attributes 
of invisibility and so on, is the highest Lord 

22 The two others (1 e the individual soul and 
the pradh&na) are not (the source of all beings) be 
cause there are stated distinctive attributes and 
difference 

The source of all beings is the highest Lord not either 
of the two others viz the pradh&na and the individual soul 
on account of the following reason also In the fii st place 
the text distinguishes the source of all beings from the 
embodied soul as something of a different nature compare 
the passage (II 1 2) That heavenly person is without 
bod>, he is both without and within not produced, with 
out breath and without mmd pure lhe distinctive attn 
butes mentioned here such as being of a heavenly nature, 
and so on can in no way belong to the md v dual soul 
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which erroneously considers itself to be limited by name 
and form as presented by Nescience and erroneously imputes 
their attributes to itself Therefore the passage manifestly 
refers to the Person which is the subj ect of all the Upanishads 
— In the second place the source of all beings which forms 
the general topic is represented in the text as something 
different from the pradMna viz in the passage * Higher 
than the high Imperishable Here the term Imperishable 
means that undeveloped entity which represents the seminal 
potentiality of names and forms contains the fine parts 
of the material elements abides in the Lord forms his 
limiting adjunct and being itself no effect is high m com 
panson to all effects the whole phrase Higher than the 
high Imperishable which expresses a difference then 
clearly shows that the highest Self is meant here — We do 
not on that account assume an independent entity called 
pradMna and say that the source of all beings is stated 
separately therefiom, but if a pradMna is to be assumed 
at all (in agieement with the common opinion) and if being 
assumed it is assumed of such a natuie as not to be opposed 
to the statements of Scripture viz as the subtle cause of all 
beings denoted by the terms the L ndeveloped and so on 
we have no objection to such an assumption and declare 
that on account of the separate statement therefrom, 1 e 
from that pradMna the source of all beings must mean 
the highest Lord — A further argument m favour of the 
same conclusion is supplied by the next Sutra 

2 3 And on account of its form being mentioned 

Subsequently to the passage, ‘Higher than the high 
Imperishable we meet (in the passage, From him is boin 
breath &c ) with a description of the creation of all things 
from breath down to earth, and then with a statement of 
the form of this same source of beings as consisting of 
all created beings Fire is his head his eyes the sun and 
the moon the quarters his ears his speech the Vedas dis 
closed the wind his breath, bis heart the universe from 
his feet came the earth he is indeed the inner Self of 
ah tilings This statement of form can refer on y to the 
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highest Lord, and not either to the embodied soul which 
on account of its snnll power cannot be the cause of all 
effects, or to the pradh&na which cannot be the inner Self 
of all beings We therefore conclude that tne source of all 
bemgs is the highest Lord, not either of the other two 
But wherefrom do you conclude that the quoted declara 
tion of form refers to the source of all beings ? — From the 
general topic, we reply The word he (in the clause, He 
is indeed the inner Self of all things } connects the passage 
with the general topic As the source of all beings consti 
tutes the general topic the whole passage from From him 
is born breath, up to, ' He is the inner Self of all beings 
refers to that same source Similarly when in ordinary 
conversation a certain teacher forms the general topic of the 
talk the phrase Study under him he knows the Veda and 
the VedAngas thoroughly, as a matter of course refers to 
that same teacher — But how can a bodily form be ascribed 
to the source of all beings Which is characterised by invisi- 
bility and similar attributes? — The statement as to its nature, 
we reply, is made for the purpose of showing that the souice 
of all bemgs is the Self of all beings, not of showing that it is 
of a bodily nature The case is analogous to such passages 
as * I am food I am food I am the eater of food (Taitt 
Up III 10, 6) —Others however are of opinion 1 that the 
statement quoted does not refer to the source of all bemgs, 
because that to which it refers is spoken of as something 
produced For on the one hand the immediately pre 
ceding passage (‘ From him is born health mind, and all 
organs of sense ether, air light, water and the earth the 
support of all ) speaks of the aggregate of beings from air 
down to earth as something produced and on the other 

1 Wtttikndvyikhy&m dftshayati Go An , ekadermam dtishayati 
Ananda Gin tad etat paramatenikshepasamSdhindbh) km V}& 
khy&ya svamatena vyafesh/e, puna A rabdo pi pflrvasmSd vuesha/s 
dj otaj aim asye h/at dm sfl/Sayati BhSmatL — The statement of the 
two former commentators must be understood to mean — in agiee 
meat with the Bh&matt — that Sankara is now going to refute the 
preceding explanation by the statement of his own view Thus 
Go An later on explains asmm pakshe by svapakshe 
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hand a passage met with later on (' From him comes Agni 
the sun being bis fuel up to AH herbs and juices ) ex 
presses itself to the same purpose How then should all at 
once in the midst of these two passages (which refer to the 
creation) a statement be made about the nature of the source 
of all beings? — The attribute of being the Self of all beings, 
(which above was said to be mentioned in the passage about 
the creation Fire is his head &c is not mentioned theie but) 
is stated only later on in a passage subsequent to that which 
refers to the creation viz * The Person is all this sacrifice 
&c (II, l io) — Now we see that rruti as well as smrzti 
speaks of the birth of Pra^fipati whose body is this three 
fold world compare J?tg veda Sar«h X 121 1 *Hira«ya 
garbha aiose m the beginning, he was the one boin Lord 
of things existing He established the earth and this sky , 
to what God shall we offer our oblation b where the expres 
sion arose ’ means * he was bom And in sm n 1 we read 
He is the first embodied one he is called the Person as 
the primal creator of the beings Brahman was evolved in 
the beginning This Person which is (not the original 
Brahman but) an effect (like other created beings) may be 
called the internal Self of ah beings (as it is called in II, 1 4) 
because in the form of the Self of breath it abides in the 
Selfs of all beings — On this latter explanation (accord ng to 
which the passage Fue is his head &c does not describe 
the nature of the highest Lord and can therefore not be 
referred to m the SGtra) the declaration as to the Lord 
being the nature of all which is contained in the passage 
The Person is all this sacrifice ’ &c must be taken as the 
reason for establishing the highest Lord (1 e as the passage 
which, according to the Sfitra, proves that the source of all 
beings is the highest Lord 1 II ) 

1 The question is to wbat passage the rApopajiySsAt 5 of the 
Sfitrft refes.— According to the opinion set forth first it refers to 
Mu kip I? r 4 ff — But, according to the second view II 1 4 to 

II 1, 9, cannot refer to the source of all beings 1 e the highest 
Sci£ because that entire passage describes the creation the inner 
Self of which is not foe highest Self but Pra^fipati, 1 e the Hirawya 
or - of foe later Vedfintw, who Is himse lf an 
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24 Vauvinara (is the highest Lord) on account of 
the distinction qualifying the common terms (V atsvA 
nara and Self) 

(In Kh Up V 11 ff) a discussion begins with the words, 

‘ What is our Self what is Brahman ? and is carried on in 
the passage \ ou know at present that Vaixvanara Self 
tell us that after that it is declared with reference to 
Heaven sun, air ether water and earth that they are con 
nected with the qualities of having good light &c. and, m 
order to disparage devout meditation on them singly tha + 
they stand to the Vauv 4 nara m the relation of being his head 
&c merely and then finally (V 1 8) it is said ‘ But he who 
meditates on the "V airvctnara Self as measured by a span as 
abhivimdna 1 he eats food in all worlds in all beings in all 
Selfs Of that Vauvinara Self the head is Sutegas (having 
good light) the eye Vuvarfipa (multiform) the bi eath Pnthag- 
vartman (moving in various couises), the trunk Bahula (full) 
the bladder Rayi (wealth) the feet the earth the chest the 
altar the hairs the grass on thealtar the heart the Gflrhapatya 
fiie the mind the Anvaharya fire the mouth the Ahavaniya 
fire — Here the doubt auses whether by the term Vauva 
nara ' we have to understand the gastric fire of the elemental 
fire, or the div nity presiding over the latter, or the embodied 
soul or the highest Lord — But what, it may be asked gives 
rise to this doubt ? — The circumstance we reply, o f ‘ Vaisvi 
nara ’ being employed as a common teim for the gastric fire 
the elemental fire and the divinity of the latter while Self 
is a term applying to the embodied soul as well as to the 
highest Lord Hence the doubt arises which meaning of 
the term is to be accepted and which to be set aside 

Which then is the alternative to be embraced? — Vai- 
jvanara the pfirvapakshin maintains is the gastric fire 
because we meet m some passages with the term used m 

effect, and who is called the inner Self, because he is the breath 
of life (prd/ta) in e\ cry thing —Hence the Sfitra must be connected 
wilh another passage and that passage is found in H i io where 
it is said that the Person (1 e the highest Self) is all this, &c 
About which term see later on. 
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that special sense so for instance (Bn Up V 9) Agni 
Vawvflnara is the fire within man by which the food that is 
eaten is cooked • — Orelse the term may denote fire in general 
as we see it used in that sense also so for instance (Rig 
veda Samh X 88 13) For the whole world the gods have 
made the Agni Vauvetnaia a sign of the days Or, m the 
third place, the word may denote that divinity whose body 
is fire For passages m which the teim has that sense are 
likewise met with compare for instance Rig veda Sawih I 
98 1, May we be in the favour of Vatrv^nara for he is the 
king of the beings, giving pleasure of ready grace this 
and similar passages properly applying to a divinity 
endowed with power and similar qualities Perhaps it 
will be urged against the preceding explanations that 
as the word Vatrv&nara is used in co ordination with the 
term Self, and as the term Self alone is used m the intro- 
ductory passage ( What is our Self what is Brahman ? ), 
Vatrvfinara has to be understood in a modified sense so as 
to be in harmony with the term Self Well then, the 
purvapakshin rejoins let us suppose that Vairvinara is 
the embodied Self which, as being an enjoyer is m close 
vicinity to the Vaijvanaia fire 1 (1 e the fire within the 
body) and with which the qualification expressed by 
the term, Measured by a span well agrees since it is 
restricted by its limiting condition (viz the body and so 
on) — In any case it is evident that the term Vauvetnara 
does not denote the highest Lord 
To this we make the following reply — The word VairvA 
nara denotes the highest Seif, on account of the distinction 
qualifying the two general terms — Although the term Self 
as well as the term Vauv&nara, has various meanings — 
the latter term denoting three beings while the former 
denotes two— yet we observe a distinction from which we 
conclude that both terms can here denote the highest Lord 
only , vi* in the passage Of that Vairv&nara Self the head 
9 Sute^as, &c For it is clear that that passage refers to 
the highest Lord in so far as he is distinguished by having 
heaven and so on, for his head and limbs, and in so far as 

1 Slitre ajft bdopapottun 4b» taayeu. An. G 
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he has entered into a different state (viz into the state of 
being' the Self of the threefold world) , represents him m 
fact, for the purpose of meditation, as the internal Self of 
everything As such the absolute Self may be represented 
because it is the cause of everything for as the cause 
virtually contains all the states belonging to its effects the 
heavenly world and so on may be spoken of as the members 
of the highest Self — Moreover the result which Scripture 
declares to abide m all worlds — viz m the passage He eats 
food m all worlds m all beings m all Selfs — is possible only 
if we take the term Vauvanara to denote the highest Self — 
The same remark applies to the declaration that all the sms 
are burned of him who has that knowledge, Thus all his 
sms are burned &c (Kk. Up V, 24, 3) — Moreover we 
meet at the beginning of the chapter with the words Self 
and Brahman , viz m the passage * What is our Self 
what is Brahman ? Now these are marks of Brahman, and 
indicate the highest Lord only Hence he only can be 
meant by the term Vairvauara 

25 (And) because that which is stated by Smrrti 
(1 e the shape of the highest Lord as described by 
Sm/^ti) is an inference (i e. an indicatory mark from 
which we mfer the meaning of .Sruti) 

The highest Lord only is Vauv&nara, for that Feason also 
that Srarrti ascribes to the highest Lord only a shape con 
srsting of the threefold world the fire constituting his mouth, 
the heavenly world his head &c So for instance in the 
following passage ‘ He whose mouth is fire whose head 
the heavenly world, whose navel the ether, whose feet the 
earth whose eye the sun whose ears the regions reverence 
to him the Self of the world The shape described here in 
Smnti allows us to infer a Sruti-passage on which the Smrrti 
rests, and thus constitutes an inference 1 e a sign indicatory 
of the word * VairvfLnara denoting the highest Lord For 
although the quoted Smrvti passage contains a glorification 1 

1 And as such might be said not to require a basis for its 
statements. 

[34] 


L 




vedAnta sOtras. 


146 

still even a glonfication in the form in which it there appears 
is not passible unless it has a Vedic passage to rest on — 
Other Smrzti passages also may be quoted m connexion 
with this Stitra, so, for instance, the following one, ‘ He 
whose head the wise declare to be the heavenly world, whose 
navel the ether whose eyes sun and moon, whose ears the 
regions and whose feet the earth, he is the inscrutable 
leader of all beings 

26 If it be maintained that (V awv&nara is) not (the 
highest Lord) on account of the term (viz VaisvS. 
nara having a settled different meaning), &c , and 
on account of his abiding within (which is a charac- 
teristic of the gastric fire) (we say) no on account 
of the perception (of the highest Lord) being taught 
thus (viz in the gastric fire) and on account of the 
impossibility (of the heavenly world, &c being the 
head, &c of the gastric fire) and because they (the 
V %-asaneyms) read of him (viz the Vairvinara) as 
man (which term cannot apply to the gastric fire) 

Here the following objection is raised — Valrvinara can 
not be the highest Lord on account of the term &c and 
on account of the abiding within. The term, Viz the term 
Vauv&nara, cannot be applied to the highest Lord, because 
the settled use of language assigns to it a different sense 
Thus, also, with regard to the term Agm (fire) in the pas 
sage (.Sat Bri. X 6, 1 11) He is the Agm Vai-svanara. 
The word '&c. (m the SCstra) hints at the fiction concerning 
the three sacred fires, the g&rhapatya being represented as 
the heart, and so on, of the Vanvinara Self (Kk. Up V 
18, 2 *) — Moreover, the passage, ‘Therefore the first food 
which a man may take is in the place of homa {Kh Up V 
19, 1) contains a glonfication of (Vairvinara) being the abode 
of the oblation to Pra«a* For these reasons we have to under- 

* £a g&rbafaly£dihrida.y&dit£ atanbhavmt Bh& 

* Na h p^rihut 
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stand by Vauvdnara the gastric fire. — Moreovei Scripture 
speaks of the Vairvanara as abiding withm * He knows him 
abiding within man which again applies to the gastric fire 
only — With reference to the averment that on account of the 
specifications contained in the passage, His head is Sute^as, 
&c., Vauvanara is to be explained as the highest Self, we 
(the pflrvapaksbin) ask How do you reach the decision 
that those specifications although agreeing with both inter 
pretations, must be assumed to refer to the highest Lord 
only and not to the gastric fire ? — Or else we may assume 
that the passage speaks of the elemental fire which abides 
within and without , for that that fire is also connected with 
the heavenly world and so on we understand from the mantra 
He who with his light has extended himself over earth 
and heaven, the two halves of the world and the atmo 
sphere (Kig veda Sa.mh X 88 3) — Or else the attribute of 
having the heavenly world and so on for its members may 
on account of its power, be attributed to that divinity which 
has the elemental fire for its body — Therefore Vairvctnara 
is not the highest Lord 

To all this we reply as follows — Your assertions are 
unfounded, * because there is taught the perception in this 
manner The reasons (adduced in the former part of the 
Sfitra) viz the term and so on are not sufficient to make 
us abandon the interpretation according to which Vauvanara 
is the highest Lord — Why? — On account of perception being 
taught m this manner 1. e without the gastric fire being set 
aside For the passages quoted teach the perception of the 
highest Lord 1 n the gastric fire analogously to such pas- 
sages as ‘Let a man meditate on the mind as Brahman 
(Kh Up III, 18 1) — Or else they teach that the object of 
perception is the highest Lord in so far as he has the 
gastric fire called Vauv&nata for his limiting condition , ana- 
logously to such passages as He who consists of mind, 
whose body is breath, whose form is light (Kh Up III, 
14, % 1 ) If it were the aim of the passages about thd Vau 

1 According to the former explanation the gastric fire is to be 
looked on as the outward “ n (pratlka) of the highest 
Lord according to the latter as Us hmitmg condiUoii. 

r -» 
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Vcinara to make statements not concerning the highest Lord, 
but merely concerning the gastric fire, there would be no 
possibility of specifications such as contained m the passage 
His head is Sutqgas &c That also on the assumption of 
VaLrvinara being either the divinity of fire or the elemental 
fire no room is to be found for the said specifications, we 
shall show under the following Sfltra — Moreovei if the 
mere gastnc fire were meant there would be room only 
for a declaration that it abides within man not that it is 
man But as a matter of fact the Vagasaneyins speak of 
him — in their sacred text — as man This Agni Vauv&nara 
is man , he who knows this Agni Vairvfinara as man like as 
abiding within man &c (.Sat B rSu X 6,1 11) The highest 
Lord on the other hand who is the Self of everything may 
be spoken of as well as man as abiding withm man — Those 
who in the latter pait of the Sfitra read man like (puru- 
shavidham) instead of man (purusham) wish to express 
the following meaning If Vairv&nara were assumed to be 
the gastnc fire only he might bespoken of as abiding withm 
man indeed but not as man like But the V^fasaneyins do 
speak of him as man like, He who knows him as man like 
as abiding withm man — The meaning of the term man hke 
is to be concluded from the context, whence it will be seen 
that with reference to nature it means that the highest Lord 
has the heaven for his head &c and is based on the earth 
and with reference to man, that he forms the head &c, and 
is based on the chin (of the devout worshipper 1 ) 

27 For the same reasons (the VaiSvinara) cannot 
be the divinity (of fire), or the element (of fire) 

The averment that the fanaful attribution of members 
contained m the passage His head is Sute^as &c may 
apply to the elemental fire also which from the mantras 
is seen to be connected with the heavenly world, &c., or else 
to the divinity whose body is fire, on account of its power 
13 refuted by the following remark For the reasons 

1 Le that he may be fancifully identified with the head and so 
on of the devout worshipper 
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already stated VairvAnara is neither the divinity nor the 
element For to the elemental fire which is meie heat 
and light the heavenly world and so on cannot properly 
be ascribed as head and so on because an effect cannot 
be the Self of another effect — Again the heavenly world 
cannot be ascribed as head &c to the divinity of fire in 
spite of the power of the latter for on the one hand, it is 
not a cause (but a meie effect) and on the other hand 
its powei depends on the highest Lord Against all these 
interpretations there lies moreover the objection founded 
on the inapplicability of the term 'Self 

28 Caimmi (declares that there is) no contradic 
tion even on the assumption of a direct (worship of 
the highest Lord as Vai-svinara) 

Above (Sutra 26) it has been said that Vauvinara is 
the highest Lord to be meditated upon as having the 
gastric fire either for his outward manifestation or for his 
limiting condition which interpretation was accepted m 
deference to the circumstance that he is spoken of as 
abiding within — and so on — The teacher (raunini however 
is of opinion that it is not necessary to have recourse to 
the assumption of an outward manifestation or limiting 
condition and that there is no objection to refer the 
passage about Vauvanara to the direct worship of the 
highest Lord — But if you reject the interpretation based 
on the gastric fire you place yourself in opposition to the 
statement that Vauv&nara abides within, and to the reasons 
founded on the term, &c (Su 26) — To this we reply that 
we m no way place ourselves m opposition to the statement 
that Vauv&nara abides within. For the passage ‘He knows 
him as man-like, as abiding within man does not by any 
means refer to the gastric fire the lattei being neither 
the general topic of discussion nor having been mentioned 
by name before — What then does it refer to? — It refers to 
that which forms die subject of discussion viz that similarity 
to man (of the highest Self) which is fancifully found m the 
members of man from the upper part of the head down to 
the chin the text therefore says, He knows h m as man 1 ke 
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as abiding within man * just as we say of a branch that it 
abides within the tiee 1 * * — Or else we may adopt another 
interpretation and say that after the highest Self has been 
represented as having the likeness to man as a limiting 
condition, with regard to nature as well as to man the 
passage last quoted ( He knows him as abiding within 
man ’) speaks of the same highest Seif as the mere witness 
(sdkshin , 1 e as the pure Self, non related to the limiting 
conditions) — The consideration of the context having thus 
shown that the highest Self has to be resorted to for the 
interpretation of the passage the term V airvinara must 
denote the highest Self m some way or other The word 
Vuvttnara is to be explained either as he who is all 
and man (1 e the individual soul) or * he to whom souls 
belong (in so far as he is their maker or ruler) and thus 
denotes the highest Self which is the Self of all And the 
form Vauvinara has the same meaning as Virvfinara the 
taddhifa suffix by which the former word is derived from 
the latter, not changing the meaning , just as in the case 
of r&kshasa (derived from rakshas) and \ asa (derived 
from vayas) — The word ' Agm also may denote the 
highest Self it we adopt the etymology agm=agra«l, 1 e 
he who leads in front — As the Gdrhapatya-fire finally and 
as the abode of the oblation to breath the highest Self 
may be represented because it is the Self of all 

But if it is assumed that Vawvinara denotes the highest 
Self, how can Scripture declare that he is measured by a 
span ? — On the explanation of this difficulty we now enter 

29 On account of the manifestation, so Asmara 
thya opines 

The circumstance of the highest Lord who transcends 
all measure being spoken of as measured by a span has 
for its reason 4 manifestation. The highest Lord manifests 

1 Whereby we mean sot that it is inside the tree, but that it 

forms a part of the Gee — The Vairvanara Self » identified with the 

different members of the body, and these members abide within, 

1 c form part, of the body 
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himself as measured by a span i. e. he specially manifests 
himself for the benefit of his worshippers m some special 
places, such as the heart and the like where he may be 
perceived Hence according to the opinion of the teacher 
Asmara thya, the scriptural passage which speaks of him 
who is measured by a span may refer to the highest Lord 

30 On account of remembrance, so B&dari opines 

Or else the highest Lord may be called 1 measured by 
a span because he is remembered by means of the mind 
which is seated in the heart which is measured by a span 
Similarly barley corns which are measured by means of 
prasthas are themselves called prasthas It must be ad 
mitted that barley grams themselves have a certain size 
which is merely rendered manifest through their being 
connected with a prastha measure while the highest Lord 
himself does not possess a size to be rendered manifest 
by his connexion with the heart Still the remembrance 
{of the Lord by means of the mmd) may be accepted as 
offering a certain foundation for the Sruti passage concern 
ing him who is measured by a span — Or else 1 the Sfltra 
may be interpreted to mean that the Lord, although not 
really measured by a span is to be remembered (meditated 
upon) as being of the measure of a span , whereby the 
passage is furnished with an appropriate sense — Thus the 
passage about him who is measured by a span may ac- 
cording to the opinion of the teacher Bidari be referred 
to the highest Lord on account of remembrance. 

31 On the ground of imaginative identification 
(the highest Lord may be called pradesam&tra), 
Gaimini thinks , for thus (Scripture) declares 

Or else the passage about him who is measured by a 
span may be considered to rest on imaginative combin- 
ation • — Why > — Because the passage of the Vd^asaneyi 

1 Panma#asya hr/dayadv&r&ropitasya smaiyama«e katham Sropo 
vishayavishayitvena bhedad ity irankya vj&khyantaradi Sha pra- 
deicu. Anaixla Gin. 
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b r&hmag a which treats of the same topic identifies heaven 
earth, and so on — which are the members of VauvSnara 
viewed as the Self of the threefold world— with certain 
parts of the human frame, viz the parts comprised between 
the upper part of the head and the chin, and thus declares 
the imaginative identity of Vairvdnara with something 
whose measure is a span There we read The Gods 
indeed reached him knowing him as measured by a span 
as it were Now I will declare them (his members) to 
you so as to identify him (the VairvSnara) with that whose 
measure is a span, thus he said Pointing to the upper 
part of the head he said This is what stands above (i e 
the heavenly world) as Vairvdnara (i- e the head of Va is 
v&nara 1 ) Pointing to the eyes he said This is he with 
good light (1 e the sun) as Vatrv&nara (i e the eye of 
V ) Pointing to the nose he said This is he who moves 
on manifold paths (i e the air* as 'Vaijvftnara (1 e the 
breath of V ) Pointing to the space (ether) within his 
mouth he said This is the full one (i e the ether) as 
Vairv&nara Pointing to the saliva within his mouth he 
said This is wealth as Vaisvanara (1 e the water in the 
bladder of V) Pointing to the chin he said This is 
the base as Vairvinara (i e. the feet of V). — Although 
m the VSfasaneyi br£hma#a the heaven is denoted as 
that which has the attribute of standing above and the 
sun as that which has the attribute of good light while 
m the ATMndqgya the hea\en is spoken of as having good 
light and the sun as being multiform , still this difference 
does not interfere (with the unity of the vidyii) * because 
both texts equally use the term measured by a span and 
because all .rSkh&s intimate the same. — The above explana 
tion of the term measured by a span, which rests on 
imaginative 'dentification the teacher Caimini considers the 
most appropriate one. 

32 Moreover they (the G&bfilas) speak of him 

1 Alra samira vairv&D&nuabdas tadangaparaA Go An 

1 Winch unity entitles us to use the passage from the Sat. Bii 
for the explanation of the passage from the Kk, Up 
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(the highest Lord) m that (i e the interstice between 
the top of the head and the chin which is measured 
by a span) 

Moreover the Cabalas speak in their text of the highest 
Lord as being in the interstice between the top of the head 
and the chin The unevolved infinite Self abides in the 
avimukta (1 e the non released soul) Where docs that 
avimukta abide ? It abides in the Varawi and the Nils! in 
the middle What is that Varawl, what is that Nasi 5 The 
text thereupon etymologises the term VarawA as that which 
wards off (varayati) all evil done by the senses and the 
term N 3 sl as that which destroys (nasayati) all evil done 
by the senses , and then continues And what is its place ? 
— The place where the eyebrows and the nose join That is 
the joining place of the heavenly world (represented by the 
upper part of the head) and of the other (1 e the earthly 
world represented by the chm) ( C&Mla Up I) — Thus 
it appeals that the scriptural statement which ascribes 
to the highest Lord the measure of a span is appropriate 
That the highest Lord is called abhivimana refeis to his 
being the inward Self of all As such he is directly 
measured, 1 e known by all animate beings. Or else 
the word may be explained as * he who is near everywhere 
— as the inward Self— and who at the same time is measure- 
less (as being infinite) Or else it may denote the highest 
Lord as him who as the cause of the world, measures it 
out Le creates it By all this it is proved that Vauv&nara 
is the highest Lord 
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Reverence to the highest Self' 

i The abode of heaven earth and so on (is 
Brahman), on account of tne term own 1 e Self 

We read (Mu Up II a 5) 'He in whom the heaven the 
earth and the sky are woven the mind also with all the 
vital airs know him alone as the Self and leave off other 
words 1 He is the bridge of the Immortal. — Here the doubt 
arises whether the abode which is intimated by the state 
meat of the heaven and so on being woven in it is the 
highest Brahman or something else. 

The p&rvapakshin maintains that the abode is something 
else, on account of the expression It is the bridge of the 
Immortal For he says, it is known from every day ex 
penence that a bridge presupposes some further bank to 
which it leads while it is impossible to assume something 
further beyond the highest Brahman which in Scripture is 
called ‘ endless without a further shore (Bn Up II 4, ia) 
Now if the abode is supposed to be something different 
from Brahman it must be supposed to be either the pra 
dh&na known from Smrzti which as being the (general) 
cause may be called the (general) abode or the air known 
from Sruti of which it is said (Bn Up III 7 a, Air is that 
thread, O Gautama. By air as by a thread O Gautama 
this world and the other world and all beings are strung 
together ) that it supports all things , or else the embodied 
soul which, as being the enjoyer may be considered as an 
abode with reference to the objects of its fruition. 

Against this view we argue with the sutrak&ra as follows — 
Of the world consisting of heaven earth and so on which 
in the quoted passage is spoken of as woven (upon some 
thing) the highest Brahman must be the abode. — Why? — 
On account of the word own 1. e. on. account of the word 
* Self For we meet with the word ‘ Self in the pas 
sage know him alone as the Self* Tins term Self is 
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thoroughly appropriate only if we understand the highest 
Self and not anything else — (To propound another inter 
pretation of the phrase svarabddt employed in the Sfltra ) 
Sometimes also Brahman is spoken of in vS'ruti as the 
general abode by its own terms (1 e by terms properly 
designating Brahman) as for instance (Kh Up VI 8 4) 
All these creatures my dear have their root in the being 
their abode m the being their lest in the being 1 — (Or 
else we have to explain svambdena as follows) In 
the passages preceding and following the passage under 
discussion Biahman is glorified with its own names 2 , 
cp Mu Up II 1 10 The Person is all this sacrifice, 
penance Brahman the highest Immortal and II 2 11 
That immortal Brahman is before is behind Brahman is 
to the right and left Here on account of mention being 
made of an abode and that which abides, and on account of 
the co ordination expressed in the passage, ‘Brahman is 
all (Mu Up II 2 11) a suspicion might arise that Brah 
man is of a manifold vai legated nature just as m the case 
of a tree consisting of different parts we distinguish branches 
stem and root In order to remove this suspicion the text 
declares (m the passage under discussion), ‘Know him 
alone as the Self The sense of which is The Self is not 
to he known as manifold qualified by the universe of effects , 
you are rather to dissolve by true knowledge the universe 
of effects which is the mere product of Nescience and to 
know that one Self which is the general abode, as uniform 
Just as when somebody says, Bring that on which Deva 
datta sits, the person addressed brings the chair only (the 
abode of Devadatta) not Devadatta himself so the pas 
sage * Know him alone as the Self teaches that the object 
to be known is the one uniform Self which constitutes the 
general abode Similarly another scriptural passage re- 
proves him who believes in the unreal world of effects, 


1 From passages of which nature we may infer that in the 
passage under discussion also the abode is Brahman 

* From which circumstance we may conclude that the passage 
under n also refers to B 
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From death to death goes he who sees any difference 
here (Ka. Up 11,4 ri ) The statement of co oidmation 
made m the clause All is Brahman aims at dissolving (the 
wrong conception of the reahty of) the world and not m any 
way at intimating that Brahman is multiform in nature 1 , for 
the uniformity (of Brahman s nature) is expressly stated m 
other passages such as the following one, As a mass of salt 
has neither inside nor outside but is altogethei a mass of 
taster thus indeed has that Self neither inside nor outside 
but is altogether a mass of knowledge (B rt Up IV 5 13) — 
For all these reasons the abode of heaven earth &c is the 
highest Brahman — Against the objection that on account 
of the text speaking of a budge and a bridge requinng 
a further bank we have to understand by the abode of 
heaven and earth something different from Brahman we 
remark that the word bridge is meant to intimate only 
that that which is called a bridge supports not that it has 
a further bank We need not assume by any means that 
the bridge meant is like an ordinary bridge made of clay 
and wood For as the word setu (bridge) is derived from 
the root si, which means to bind the idea of holding 
together, supporting is rathei implied in it than the idea of 
being connected with something beyond (a further bank) 
According to the opinion of another (commentator) the 
word * bridge does not glorify the abode of heaven earth 
&c but rather the knowledge of the Self whfch is glorified 
m the preceding clause ‘ Know him alone as the Self and 
the abandonment of speech advised m the clause leave off 
other words to them as being the means of obtaining 
immortality the expression the bridge of the immortal 
applies * On that account we have to set aside the assertion 
that, on account of the word ‘ bridge something different 
from Brahman is to be understood by the abode of heaven 
earth, and so on 


1 Yat sarfam avjdy£ropita»i tat sasvsm param&rthato brahma 
na tu yad brahma tat sarvam lty artha£ Bhamatf 
* So that the passage would have to be translated That viz 
knowledge Ae m the bridge of the 1 l 
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2 And on account of its being designated as that 
to which the Released have to resort 

By the abode of heaven earth and so on, we have to 
understand the highest Brahman for that reason also that 
we find it denoted as that to which the Released have to 
resort — The conception that the body and other things 
contained m the sphere of the Not self are our Self 
constitutes Nescience from it there spring desires with 
regard to whatever promotes the well being of the body 
and so on and" aversions with regard to whatever tends to 
injure it , there further arise fear and confusion when we 
observe anything threatening to destroy it All this con 
stitutes an endless series of the most manifold evils with 
which we all aie acquainted Regarding those on the other 
hand who have freed themselves from the stains of Nescience 
desire aversion and so on it is said that they have to resort 
to that viz the abode of heaven earth &c. which forms the 
topic of discussion For the text after having said, The 
fetter of the heart is broken all doubts are solved all his 
works perish when He has been beheld who is the higher 
and the lower (Mu Up II % 8) later on remarks, ‘ The wise 
man freed from name and form goes to the divine Person 
who is greater than the great (Mu Up Ilf % 8) That 
Biahman is that which is to be resorted to by the released 
is known from other scriptural passages, such as When all 
desires which once enteied his heart are undone then does 
the mortal become immortal then he obtains Brahman 
(B rt Up IV 4 7) Of the pradh&na and similar entities, 
on the other hand, it is not known from any source that they 
are to be resorted to by the released Moreover, the text 
(m the passage ‘ Know him alone as the Self and leave off 
other words ) declares that the knowledge of the abode of 
heaven and earth &c. is connected with the leaving off of 
all speech, a condition which according to another scrip 
tural passage, attaches to (the knowledge of) Biahman cp 
Bn Up IV 4, 21, Let a wise Brdhmana, after he has dis- 
covered him practise wisdom Let him not seek after many 
words for that is mere weariness of the tongue: For that 
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reason also the abode of heaven, earth and so on is the 
highest Brahman 

3 Not (1 e. the abode of heaven earth, &c can 
not be) that which is inferred (1 e the pradhina) on 
account of the terms not denoting it 

While there has been shown a special reason m favour of 
Brahman (being the abode) theie is no such special reason 
in favour of anything else Hence he (the sfttrakira) says 
that that which is inferred, 1 e the pradhSna assumed by 
the Sdnkhya smMi is not to be accepted as the abode of 
heaven earth &c — Why? — On account of the terms not 
denoting it For the sacred text does not contain any 
term intimating the non intelligent pradh&na on the giound 
of which we might understand the latter to be the general 
cause or abode while such terms as he who perceives all 
and knows all (Mu Up 1 , 1, 9) intimate an intelligent being 
opposed to the pradhina in nature — For the same reason 
the air also cannot be accepted as the abode of heaven, 
earth, and so on 

4. (Nor) also the individual soul (pr&»abhm) 

Although to the cogmtional (individual) Self the qualities 
of Selfhood and intelligence do belong, stall omniscience 
and similar qualities do not belong to it as its knowledge 
is limited by its adjuncts, thus the Individual soul also 
cannot be accepted as the abode of heaven, earth &c 
for the same reason j, e on account of the terms not 
denoting it — Moreover the attribute of forming the abode 
of heaven, earth, and so on cannot properly be given to the 
individual soul because the latter is limited by certain 
adjuncts and therefoie non pervading (not omnipresent) 1 
— The special enunciation (of the individual soul) is caused 
by what follows* — The individual soul is not to be 

1 Bhogyasya bhoktrrjesbstvftt ta.sy&ya.tanatvam uktam IsankySha 
aa Aea ^asyadnshAtdvav& djrubhv&diruimttatve pi no, s&ksblt 
taiMyatanatvam asptdlnkaivieniviblnitvld lty arthaA. A&anda Gin. 

* It would not have been nequmte to introduce a -special SHtra 
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accepted as the abode of heaven earth &c for the follow 
mg reason also 

5 On account of the declaration of difference 

The passage Know him alone as the Self* moreover 
implies a declaration of difference viz of the difference of 
the object of knowledge and the knower Here the indi 
vidual soul as being that which is desirous of release is the 
knower and consequently Brahman which is denoted by 
the word self and represented as the object of knowledge 
is understood to be the abode of heaven, earth, and so on 
— For the following reason also the individual soul cannot be 
accepted as the abode of heaven earth &c 

6 On account of the subject matter 

The highest Self constitutes the subject matter (of the 
entire chapter) as we see from the passage, Sir, what is 
that through which, when it is known, everything else 
becomes known ? (Mu Up I 1 3) m which the knowledge 
of everything is declared to be dependent on the knowledge 
of one thing For all this (i e the entire world) becomes 
known if Brahman the Self of all is known, not if only the 
individual soul is known. — Another reason against the 
individual soul follows 

7 And on account of the two conditions of stand 
mg and eating (of which the former is characteristic 
of the highest Lord the latter of the individual soul) 

With reference to that which is the abode of heaven 
earth and so on, the text says, Two birds, inseparable 
friends &c. (Mu Up III, x i) This passage describes 
the two states of mere sta n ding 1 e mere presence, and of 
eating the clause One of them eats the sweet fruit, refer- 
ring to the eatmg 1 e the fruition of the results of works 

for the individual soul — which like the air is already excluded bj 
the preceding S&tia — if tt were not for the new argument brought 
forward in the following Sfttra which applies to the individual soul 
only 
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and the clause, The other one looks on without eating 
describing the condition of mere inactive presence The 
two states described, viz of mere presence on the one hand 
and of enjoyment on the other hand show that the Lord 
and the individual soul are referred to Now there is room 
for this statement which represents the Lord as separate 
from the individual soul only if the passage about the 
abode of heaven and earth likewise refers to the Lord , for 
in that case only there exists a continuity of topic On 
any other supposition the second passage would contain a 
statement about something not connected with the general 
topic and would therefore be entirely uncalled for — But it 
may be objected on your interpretation also the second 
passage makes an uncalled for statement, viz m so far as it 
represents the individual soul as separate from the Lord — 
Not so we reply It is nowhere the purpose of Scripture 
to make statements regarding the individual soul From 
ordinaiy experience the individual soul which in the different 
individual bodies is joined to the internal organs and other 
limi t in g adjuncts is known to every one as agent and 
enjoyer, and we therefore must not assume that it is 
that which Scripture aims at setting forth The Lord, on 
the other hand about whom ordinary experience tells 
us nothing is to be considered as the special topic of 
all scriptural passages, and we therefore cannot assume 
that any passage should refer to him merely casually 1 — 


1 If die individual soul were meant by the abode of heaven, 
earth, Ac. the statement regarding tivara made m the passage 
about die two birds would be altogether abrupt and on that ground 
objectionable. The same difficulty does not present itself with 
regard to the abrupt mention of the individual soul which is well 
known to everybody, and to which therefore casual allusions may 
be made —I subjoin Amanda Gin's commentary on the entire pas 
sage CtvasyopSdhyaikyen^vivakslutatYat tad^JKme pt saxvagnkna. 
stddfbe# tasy&yatanatv&iyahh&ve hetvantaram v&fyam ity Irankya 
statena panbarati kutarhetydchnd Tad yytUash/e dyubhvdditi 
Nirdemo eva daxrayati tayor iti Vibhaktyartham aha dbhy&»» £eti 
Stiutyervarasy4dan% ^ivasa»»gcahe^pi katbam fcrvarasyaiva vltv£ 
tadkha yadttu Lvaruy&yuui gfrapn- 
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Ihat the mantra 'two birds &c speaks of the Lord and 
the individual soul we have already shown under I 3 11 
— And if according to the interpretation given in the Parngi- 
upamshad (and quoted under In n), the verse is under 
stood to refer to the internal organ (sattva) and the 
individual soul (not to the ndividual soul and the Lord) 
even then there is no contradiction (between that interpre 
tation and our present averment that the individual soul is 
not the abode of heaven and earth) — How so? — Here 
(1 e in the present Sutra and the Shtras immediately 
preceding) it is denied that the individual soul which owing 
to its imagined connexion with the internal organ and other 
limiting adjuncts has a separate existence m separate 
bodies — its division being analogous to the division of 
universal space into limited spaces such as the spaces 
within jars and the like — is that which is called the abode 
of heaven and earth That same soul on the other hand 
which exists in all bodies if considered apart from the limit- 
ing adjuncts, is nothmg else but the highest Self Just as 
the spaces within jars, if considered apart from their limiting 
conditions are merged m universal space so the individual 
soul also is incontestably that which is denoted as the 
abode of heaven and earth since it (the soul) cannot really 
be separate from the highest Self That it is not the 
abode of heaven and earth, is therefore said of the indi 
vidual soul m so far only as it Imagines itself to be con 
nected with the internal organ and so on Hence it follows 
that the highest Self is the abode of heaven earth, and so 
on — The same conclusion has already been arrived at 
under I a 21 , for in the passage concerning the source 
of all beings (which passage is discussed under the Shtra 
quoted) we meet with the clause In which heaven ana 


tbakkalhan&nupapaltir lty uktam eva vyatirekadvaraha anyatheti 
Glvasj ayatanatver&prakn'tatve tulySnupapattir iti fankate nanviti 
Tasyaikyirtham lokasiddhasyinuv&datv&n naivam ity iha neti 
GtvasyapGrvatv&bhSvenapratipELdyatvain eva praka/ayati kshetra^ifo 
hits fivarasyipi lokavad ssiddhatvad apraUpadyatety trankyiha 
Inaras tv itL 
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earth and the sky are woven- In the present adhikanwa 
the subject is resumed for the sake of further elucidation 

8 The bhuman (is Brahman) as the instruction 
about it is additional to that about the state of deep 
sleep (f e the vital air which remains awake even rn 
the state of deep sleep) 

We read (Kk Up VII, 2 3 24), That which is much 

(bhfiman) we must desire to understand —Sir I desire to 
understand it —Where one sees nothing else hears nothing 
else understands nothing else that is what is much (bhtiman) 
Where one sees something else hears something else, under 
stands something else that is the Little — Here the doubt 
arises whethei that which is much is the vital air (pr&«a) or 
the highest Self — Whence the doubt ? — The word 'bhCtman ’ 
taken by itself, means the state of being much, according to 
its derivation as taught by PAwini VI, 4 158 Hence 
there is felt the want of a specification showing what con- 
stitutes the Self of that muchness Here there presents itself 
at first the approximate passage, The vital air is more than 
hope {Kh Up VII, 15 1), from which we may conclude 
that the vital air is bhfiman — On the other hand, we meet 
at the beginning of the chapter where the general topic is 
stated, with the following passage, ‘ I have heard from men 
like you that he who knows the Self overcomes grief I am 
in grief Do, Sir, help me ovei this grief of mine, from which 
passage it would appear that the bhfiman is the highest 
Self — Hence there arises a doubt as to which of the two 
alternatives is to be embraced and which, is to be set aside 

The pfirvapakshin maintains that the bhfiman is the vital 
air since there is found no further senes of questions and 
answers as to what is more. For white we meet with a series 
of questions and answeis (such as , 1 Sir, is there something 
which is more than a name? — Speech is more than name — 
'Is there something which 1$ more than speech? — Mind is 
name than speech ’}, which extends from name up to vital air 
we do sot meet with a similar question and answer as to what 
might be than ntal air (such as. Is there ag 
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which is more than vital air? -- ‘ Such and such a thing is 
more than vital air ’) The text rather at first declares at 
length (in the passage * The vital air is more than hope,’ &c.) 
that the vital air is more than all the members 01 the senes 
from name up to hope , it then acknowledges him who 
knows the vital air to be an atividin, 1 e one who makes 
a statement surpassing the preceding statements (in the 
passage ‘ Thou art an ativ&dm He may say I am an ati 
vidm , he need not deny it ) and it thereupon (in the 
passage, But he in reality is an ativSdm who declares 
something beyond by means of the T rue 1 ), — not leaving 
off but rather continuing to refer to the quality of an 
ativ&dm which is founded on the vital air — proceeds by 
means of the series beginning with the True to lead over to 
the bh&man so that we conclude the meaning to be 
that the vital air is the bhuman — But if the bhuman is 
interpreted to mean the vital air how have we to explain 
the passage in which the bhflman is characterised Where 
one sees nothing else > &c — As the purvapakshin replies 
m the state of deep sleep we observe a cessation of all 
activity such as seeing, &c on the part of the organs 
merged m the vital air the vital air itself may he charac 
terised by a passage such as. Where one sees nothing else 
Similarly another scriptural passage (Pra Up IV, a, 3) de 
scribes at first (in the woids He does not hear, he does not 
see &c ) the state of deep sleep as chai actensed by the cessa 
tion of the activity of all bodily oigans and then by declaring 
that in that state the vital air with its five modifications 
remains awake ( The fires of the prdwas are awake m that 
town *) shows the vital air to occupy the principal position 
in the state of deep sleep. — That passage also, which speaks 
of the bliss of the bhfiman ( The bhfiman is bliss Kh Up 
VII 23), can be reconciled with our explanation, because 
Pra Up IV, 6 declares bliss to attach to die state of deep 
sleep ( Then that god sees no dreams and at that time 
that happiness arises in his body ) — Again the statement 
‘ The bhfiman is immortality (Kb Up VII, 24 i), may 

1 As might lie the pnm& facie conclusion from the particle but 
introducing the sentence but he m reality Ac. 
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likewise refer to the vital air for another sci sptural passage 
says, Pra»a is immortality (Kau Up HI, a) — But how 
can the view according to which the bhuman is the vital air 
be reconciled with the feet that in the beginning of the 
chapter the knowledge of the Self is represented as the 
genera 1 topic {‘He who knows the Self overcomes grief, &c )? 
—By the Self there referred to the ptirvapakshin replies 
nothing else is meant but the vital air For the passage, 
The vital air is father, the vital air is mother the vital air 
is brother the vital air is sister the vital air is teacher the 
vital air is Br«ihma«a (Kh Up VII, 15 1) represents 
the vital air as the Self of everything As moreover, the 
passage ‘As the spokes of a wheel rest in the nave, so 
all th s rests in pr&«a, declares the ptebza to be the Self of 
all —by means of a comparison with the spokes and the 
nave of a wheel — the pr&«a may be conceived under the foi m 
of bhfiman, 1 e plenitude —Bhuman, therefore means the 
vital air 

To this we make the following reply — Bhfiman can mean 
the highest Self only not the vital air — Why ? — * On account 
of information being given about it subsequent to bliss 
The word bliss (samprasadaj means the state of deep sleep 
as may be concluded firstly, from the etymology of the 
word { In it he 1 e man is altogether pleased — samprasi 
dati ) — and, secondly from the fact of sampras^da being 
mentioned in the Brzhad&ra»yaka together with the state 
of dream and the waking state And as m the state of 
deep sleep the vital air remains awake the word * sampra- 
s&da is employed m the Sfitra to denote the vital air so 
that the Sfttra means, ‘on account of information being 
given about the bhuman, subsequently to (the lnforma 
bon given about) the vital air If the bhfiman were the 
vital air itself, it would be a strange proceeding to make 
statement^ about the bhfiman in addition to the statements 
about the vital air For m the preceding passages also we 
do not meet, for instance, with a statement about name 
subsequent to th* previous statement about name (i e the 
text does not say ‘name is more than name ), but after 
something has been about name, a new statement ts 
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made about speech which is something different from name 
(1 e the text says ‘ Speech is more than name ) and so on 
up to the statement about vital air each subsequent state- 
ment referring to something other than the topic of the 
preceding one We therefore conclude that the bhuman 
also the statement about which follows on the statement 
about the vital air is something other than the vital air — 
But — it may be objected — we meet here neither with a ques 
tion such as Is there something more than vital air? nor 
with an answer such as, * That and that is more than vital 
air How then can it be said that the information about the 
bhfiman is given subsequently to the information about the 
vital air ?— Moreover we see that the circumstance of being 
an ativAdin which is exclusively connected with the vital 
ail is referred to in the subsequent passage (viz But in 
reality he is an ativadm who makes a statement surpassing 
(the preceding statements) by means of the T rue ) There 
is thus no information additional to the information about 
the vital air — To this objection we leply that it is impos 
sible to maintain that the passage last quoted meiely con 
tinuesthediscussion of the quality of being an ativadm as con 
neeted with the knowledge of the vital air since the clause, 
He who makes a statement surpassing &c by means of 
the True, states a specification — But the objector resumes, 
this very statement of a specification may be explained as 
referring to the vital air If you ask how we refer you to 
an analogous case If somebody says This Agmhotnn 
speaks the truth the meaning is not that the quality of 
being an Agnihotnn depends on speaking the truth that 
quality rather depends on the (regular performance of the) 
agmhotra only, and speaking the truth is mentioned merely 
as a special attribute of that special Agmhotnn $0 
our passage also ( But in reality he is an ativ&din who 
makes a statement &c by means of the True ) does not 
intimate that the quality of being an ativ&dm depends on 
speaking the truth but merely expresses that speaking 
the truth is a special attnbute of him who knows the vital 
air while the quality of being an ativfidm must be con 
sidered to depend on the knowledge of the v tal air This 
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objection we rebut by the remark that it involves an aban- 
donment of the dnect meaning of the sacred text For 
from the text, as it stands, we understand that the quality 
of beir g an ativ&dm depends on speaking the truth the sense 
being An ativadin is he who is an ativddm by means of the 
True The passage does not in anyway contain a eulogisation 
of the knowledge of the vital air It could be connected 
with the latter only on the ground of general subject matter 
(prakara«a) 1 which would involve an abandonment of the di 
reel meaning cf the text in favour of prakarawa a — Moreover 
the partide but ( But m reality he is * &c ), whose purport 
is to separate (what follows) from the subject matter of what 
precedes would not agree (with the prdsa explanation) 
The following passage also But we must desite to know 
the True (VII, 16) which presupposes a new effort, shows 
that a new topic is going to be entered upon — For these 
reasons we have to consider the statement about the ati- 
v 4 dm in the same light as we should consider the remark — 
made in a conversation which previously had turned on the 
praise of those who study one Veda — that he who studies 
the four Vedas is a great Brdhmawa , a remaik which we 
should understand to be laudatory of persons different from 
those who study one Veda 1 e of those who study all the 
four Vedas Nor is there any reason to assume that a new 
topic can be introduced in the form of question and answer 
only , for that the matter propounded forms a new topic is 
sufficiently dear from the circumstance that no connexion 
can be established between it and the preceding topic 
The succession of topics in the chapter under discussion 
is as follows N&rada at first listens to the instruction 
which Sanatkum&ra gives him about vanous matters the 
last of which is Prawa, and then becomes silent Theieupon 
Sanatknroara explains to him spontaneously (without being 


1 It bcjngmaLn tamed that the passage referred to is to be viewed 
m connexion with the general subject matter of the preceding part 
of the chapter 

1 And would thus involve a violation of a fundamental principle 
ofthc 
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asked) that the quality of being an ativadin if merely based 
on the knowledge of the vital air — which knowledge has 
for its object an unreal product, — is devoid of substance and 
that he only is an ativ&dm who is such by means of 
the True By the term 'the True there is meant the 
highest Brahman for Brahman is the Real and it is 
called the ' True in another scriptural passage also viz. 
Taitt Up II 1 The True knowledge infinite is Brahman 
Nirada, thus enlightened starts a new line of enquiry 
{ Might I, Sir, become an ativadin by the True? ) and 
Sanatkumira then leads him by a senes of instrumental 
steps beginning with understanding up to the knowledge 
of bhftman We therefrom conclude that the bhilraan is 
that very True whose explanation had been promised in 
addition to the (knowledge of the) vital air We thus see 
that the instruction about the bhilman is additional to the 
instruction about the vital air and bhflman must therefore 
mean the highest Self which is different from the vital air 
With this interpretation the initial statement according to 
which the enquiry into the Self forms the general subject 
matter, agrees perfectly well The assumption, on the 
other hand (made by the pfirvapakshin) that by the Self 
we have here to understand the vital air is indefensible 
For in the first place Selfhood does not belong to the 
vital air in any non figurative sense In the second place 
cessation of grief cannot take place apart from the knowledge 
of the highest Self for as another scriptural passage 
declares, 'There is no other path to go (Svet Up VI, 13) 
Moreover after we have read at the outset Do Sir, lead 
me over to the other side of grief (Kh Up VII, i 3) we 
meet with the following concluding words (VII 26 3) To 
him after his faults had been rubbed out the venerable 
Sanatkum&ra showed the other side of darkness The 
term * darkness ' here denotes Nescience the cause of grief, 
and so on — Moreover, if the instruction terminated with the 
vital air, it would not be said of the latter that it rests on 
something else. But the brihma«a (Kh Up VII, a 6, 1) 
does sa>. The vital air springs from the Self 1 Nor can It 
be objected against this last argument that the concluding 
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part of the chapter may refer to the highest Self while all 
the same the bhuman (mentioned m an earlier part of the 
chapter) may be the vital air For, from the passage (Vli 
24 1), (‘Sr in what does the bhilman rest? In its own 
greatness &c.) it appears that the bhfiman forms the con- 
tinuous topic up to the end of the chapter — The quality of 
being the bhuman— -which quality is plenitude — agrees, 
moreover best with the highest Self, which is the cause of 
everything 

9 And on account of the agreement of the 
attributes (mentioned in the text) 

The attributes, moreover which the sacred text ascribes 
to the bhhman agree well with the highest Self The 
passage Where one sees nothing else, hears nothing else, 
understands nothing else that is the bhuman, gives us to 
understand that in the bhuman the ordinary activities of 
seeing and so on are absent , and that this is characteristic 
of the highest Self we know from another scriptural passage, 
viz But when the Self only is all this, how should he see 
another? &c (Bn Up IV 5,15) What is said about the 
absence of the activities of seeing and so on in the state of 
deep sleep (Pra. Up IV, a) is said with the intention of 
declaring the non attachedness of the Self, not of describing 
the nature of the prd«a for the highest Self (not the vital 
air) is the topic of that passage The bliss also of which 
Scripture speaks as connected with that state is mentioned 
only m order to show that bliss constitutes the nature of 
the Self For Scripture says (Bn Up IV, 3, 32) ‘ This is 
his highest bliss All other creatures live on a small por 
turn of that bliss. — The passage under discussion also 
(‘ The bhflroan is bliss There is no bliss in that which is 
little (limited). The bhfiman only is bliss *) by denying 
the reality of bliss on the part of whatever is perishable 
shows that Brahman only is bliss as bhflman 1 e m its 
plenitude. — Again, the passage The bhfiman is Immor- 
tality ’ shows that tiie highest cause is meant for the 
immortality of all effected things is a merely relative one 
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and another scriptural passage says that whatever is 
different fiom that (Brahman) is perishable (BrT Up 
III 4 2) — Similarly the qualities of being the True, and of 
resting n its own greatness and of being omnipresent, and 
of being the Self of everything which the text mentions (as 
belonging to the bhilman) can belong to the highest Self 
only not to anything else — By all this it is proved that 
the bhuman is the highest Self 

10 The Imperishable (is Brahman) on account of 
(its) supporting (all things) up to ether 

We read (Bn Up III 878) In what then is the ether 
wovfen like warp and woof? — He said O Girgi the 
Brfthmawas call this the akshara (the Impeushable) It is 
neither coarse nor fine and so on — Heie the doubt anses 
whether the word* akshara means syllable 01 the highest 
Lord 

The pfirvapakshm maintains that the word akshara 
means ‘syllable merely because it has in such terms as 
akshara samlmn&ya, the meaning of syllable because 
we have no right to disregard the settled meaning of a word 
and because another scriptural passage also ( The syllable 
Om is all this, Kh Up II 23, 4) declares a syllable repre- 
sented as the object of devotion, to be the Self of all 

To this we reply that the highest Self only is denoted by 
the word akshara. — Why? — Because it (the akshara) is 
said to support the entire aggregate of effects, from earth 
up to ether For the sacred text declares at first that the 
entire aggregate of effects beginning with earth and differ 
entiated by threefold time is based on ether in which it is 
woven like waip and Woof leads then (by means of the 
question In what then is the ether woven like warp and 
woof? ) over to the akshara, and finally concludes with the 
words , 1 In that akshara then, O G&rgi the ether is woven, 
like warp and woof — Now the attribute of supporting 
everything up to ether cannot be ascribed to any being 
but Brahman The text (quoted from the Kh Up) says 
indeed that the syllable Om is all this, but that statement 
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is to be understood as a mere glorification of the syllable 
Om considered as a means to obtain Brahman — Therefore 
we take aksbara to mean either ( the Imperishable or thai 
which pervades 1 on the ground of either of which explana 
tiofts it must be identified with the highest Brahman 

But — our opponent resumes — while we must admit that 
the above reasoning holds good so far that the circum 
stance of the akshara supporting all things up to ether is tc 
be accepted as a proof of all effects depending on a cause 
we point out that it may be employed by those also who 
declare the pradh£na to be the general cause How then 
does the previous argumentation specially establish Brah 
man (to the exclusion of the pradMna) ? — The reply to this 
is given m the next Sfitra. 

11 This (supporting can), on account of the 
command (attributed to the Imperishable, be the 
work of the highest Lord only) 

The supporting of all things up to ether is the work of the 
highest Loid only — Why > — On account of the command — 
For the sacred text speaks of a command ( By the command 
of that akshara 0 Grctrgt sun and moon stand apart I’ III 8 9 ), 
and command can be the work of the highest Lord only not 
of the non intelligent pradh&na For non intelligent causes 
such as clay and the like are not capable of command, with 
reference to their effects such as jars and the like 

1 2 And on account of (Scripture) separating (the 
akshara) from that whose nature is different (from 
Brahman) 

Also on account of the reason stated in this Sutra 
Brahman only is to be considered as the Imperishable, and 
the supporting of all things up to ether is to be looked 
upon as the work of Brahman only not of anything else. 
The meaning of the Sfttra is as follows. Whatever things 
other than Brahman might possibly be thought to be 
denoted by the term akshara, from the nature of all those 
things Scripture separates the akshara spoken of as the 


i adhyAya 3 pada 13 1 71 


support of all things up to ether The scriptural passage 
alluded to is III, 8 11 That akshara 0 G&rgl, is unseen 
but seeing, unheard but hearing, unperceived but perceiving 
unknown but knowing Here the designation of being 
unseen, &c agrees indeed with the pradhflna also but not 
so the designation of seeing, &c as the pradh&na is non- 
intelligent — Nor can the word akshara denote the embodied 
soul with its limiting conditions, for the passage following 
on the one quoted declares that there is nothing different 
from the Self ( there is nothing that sees but it nothing 
that hears-but it nothing that perceives but it, nothing that 
knows but it ), and moreover, limiting conditions are 
expressly denied (of the akshara) m the passage, It is 
without eyes, without ears without speech, without mind 
&c (III, 8 8) An embodied soil without limiting con- 
ditions does not exist 1 — It is therefore certain beyond 
doubt that the Imperishable is nothing else but the highest 
Brahman 

13 On account of his being designated as the 
object of sight (the highest Self is meant and) the 
same (is meant in the passage speaking of the medi 
tation on the highest person by means of the syllable 
Om) 

(In Fra Up V 3 ) the general topic of discussion is set 
forth in the words O Satyak&ma, the syllable Om is the 
highest and also the other Brahman , therefore he who 
knows it arnves by the same means at one of the two ' 
The text then goes on, Again he who meditates with this 
syllable Om of three matr&s on the highest Person &c — 
Here the doubt presents itself, whether the object of medi- 
tation referred to m the latter passage is the highest Brahman 
or the other Brahman a doubt based on the former pas 
sage according to which both are under discussion. 

The pftrvapakshm maintains that the other, 1 e the lower 

1 A remark directed against the possible attempt to explain the 
passage last quoted as referring to the embodied soul 
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Brahman is referred to because the text promises only a 
reward limited by a certain locality for him who knows it 
For as the highest Brahman is omnipresent, it would be 
inappropriate to assume that he who knows it obtains a 
fruit limited by a certain locality The objection that if 
the lower Brahman were understood there would be no 
room for the qualification the highest person is not valid 
because the vital principal (pra«a) may be called higher 
with reference to the body! 

To this we make the following reply What is here taught 
as the object of meditation is the highest Brahman only 
— Why? — On account of its being spoken of as the object of 
sight For the person to be meditated upon is, in a com 
jdementary passage spoken of as the object of the act 
of seeing ‘He sees the person dwelling in the castle (of 
the body , pumsham puruayam) higher than that one who 
is of the shape of the individual soul and who is himself 
higher (than the senses and their objects) Now of an act 
of meditation an unreal thing also can be the object as for 
instance the merely imaginary object of a wish But of the 
act of seeing, real things only are the objects as we know 
from experience we therefore conclude, that in the passage 
last quoted, the highest (only real) Self which corresponds 
to the mental act of complete intuition 1 is spoken of as the 
object of sight. This same highest Self we recognise in the 
passage under discussion as the object of meditation, m conse 
quence of the term the highest person —But— an objection 
will be raised — as the object of meditation we have the 
highest person, and as the object of sight the person higher 
than that one who is himself higher, &c , how then, are we to 
know that those two are identical ?— 1 he two passages we 


1 P wdaJt Bthtoo dehaA, pra»aA gfilraim! Ananda Gin —The 
lower Brahman (hira»yagarbha on sfitritman) is the vital principle 
(prasa) in all creatures. 

* Sajayagdariana, 1 e complete seeing or intuition, the 
tmn which in other places— where it is not requisite to insist on 
the idea of seeing in contradistinction from ‘ reflecting or medi 
tanng — arendetwi by perfect knowledge. 
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j-eply have in common the terms ‘highest (or higher, 
para) and person And it must not by any means be 
supposed that the term ^ivaghana 1 refers to that highest 
person which considered as the object of meditation, had 
previously been introduced as the general topic For the 
consequence of that supposition would be that that highest 
person which is the object of sight would be different from 
that highest person which is represented as the object of 
meditation We rather have to explain the word^ivaghana 
as ‘ He whose shape 8 is characterised by the ^-Ivas so that 
what is really meant by that term is that limited condition 
of the highest Self which is owing to its adjuncts and 
manifests itself in the form of^was i e individual souls a 
condition analogous to the limitation of salt (in general) by 
means of the mass of a particular lump of salt That limited 
condition of the Self may itself be called higher if viewed 
with regard to the sense*! and their objects 
Another (commentator) says that we have to undeistand 
by the word ‘^tvaghana ’ the world of Brahman spoken of 
in the preceding sentence ( by the S&man verses he is led 
up to tne world of Brahman ), and again in the following 
sentence (v 7) which may be called ‘ higher because it is 
higher than the other worlds. That world of Brahman may 
be called ^ivaghana because all individual souls (giva.) with 
their organs of action may be viewed as comprised (sanghdta 
*= ghana) within Hira«yagarbha, who is the Self of all organs, 
and dwells m the Brahma world We thus understand that 
he who is higher than that ^ivaghana 1 e the highest Self, 
which constitutes the object of sight, also constitutes the 
object of meditation The qualification moreover, ex- 
pressed in the term ‘the highest person is 111 its place 
only if we understand the highest Self to be meant For 
the name, ‘the highest person, can be given only to the 
highest Self, higher than which there is nothing So another 
scriptural passage also says, * Higher than the person thefre 
is nothmg—this is the goal the highest road Hence the 


* Translated above by of the shape of the individual sou! 

* P£»nn III 3 77 m&rttam ghanaA 
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sacred text, which at first distmguishesbetweenthehigherand 
the lower Biahmaii (‘the syllable Om is the higher and the 
lower Brahman ) and afterwards speaks of the highest Person 
to be meditated upon by means of the syllable Om, gives 
us to understand that the highest Person is nothing else but 
the highest Brahman That the highest Self constitutes the 
object of meditation, is moreover intimated by the passage 
declaring that release from evil is the fruit (of medita- 
tion) As a snake is freed from its skm, so is he freed from 
evil — With reference to the objection that a fruit confined 
to a certain place is not an appropriate reward for him who 
meditates on the highest Self, we finally remark that the 
objection is removed if we understand the passage to refer 
to emancipation by degrees He who meditates on the 
highest Self by means of the syllable Om, as consisting of 
three m&trds, obtains for his (first) reward the world of 
Brahman and after that gradually, complete intuition 

14 The small (ether) (is Brahman) on account of 
the subsequent (arguments) 

We read {Kh Up VIII, 1, 1) There is this city of Brah 
man, and m it the palace the small lotus and in it that 
small ether Now what exists within that small ether that 
is to be sought for, that is to be understood, Sec. — Here the 
doubt arises whether the small ether within the small lotus 
of the heart of which Scripture speaks is the elemental 
ether or the individual soul (vi£w&n&tman), or the highest 
Self This doubt is caused by the words * ether and * city 
of Brahman For the word ' ether/ in the first place, is 
known to be used in the sense of elemental ether as well 
as of highest Brahman Hence the doubt whethei the 
small ether of the text be the elemental ether or the highest 
ether, 1 e Brahman In explanation of the expression ‘ aty 
of Brahman/ in the second place it might be said either 
that the individual soul is here called Brahman and the 
body Brahmans city or else that the city of Brahman 
means the city of the highest Brahman Here ,{i e in con- 
seq of this latter doubt a further doubt arises as to 
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the nature of the small ether according as the individual 
soul or the highest Self is understood by the Lord of the 
aty 

The phrvapakshin maintains that by the small ether we 
have to understand the elemental ether since the latter 
meaning is the conventional one of the word dkflra The 
elemental ether is here called small with reference to its 
small abode (the heart) — In the passage, ( As large as this 
ether is so large is that ether within the heart, it is repre- 
sented as constituting at the same time the two teims of a 
comparison, because it is possible to make a distinction 
between the outer and the inner ether 1 , and it is said that 
heaven and earth aie contained within it, because the whole 
ether, in so far as it is space, is one * — Or else, the pflrva- 
pakshin continues the ' sma 1 ! one may be taken to mean 
the individual soul on account of the term the city of 
Brahman The body is here called the city of Brahman 
because it is the abode of the individual soul , for it is 
acquired by means of the actions of the soul On this 
interpretation we must assume that the individual soul is 
here called Brahman, metaphorically The highest Brahman 
cannot be meant, because it is not connected with the body 
as its lord The lord of the city 1 e the soul, is represented 
as dwelling m one spot of the city (viz the heart) just as a 
real king resides m one spot of his residence Moreover the 
mmd (manas) constitutes the limiting adjunct of the indi- 
vidual soul and the mind chiefly abides in the heart 
hence the individual soul only can be spoken of as dwelling 
in the heart Further, the individual soul only can be 
spoken of as small smee it is (elsewhere , .Svet Up V, 8) 
compared in size to the point of a goad That it is com- 
pared (in the passage under discussion) to the ether must be 
understood to intimate its non difference from Brahman — 


1 So that the interpietation of the pfirvapaksbm cannot be 
objected to on the ground of its involving the comparison of a 
thing to itself 

* So that no objection can be raised on the ground that heaven 
and earth cannot be contained in the small ether of the heart. 
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Nor does the scriptural passage say that the ‘ small one is 
to be sought for and to be understood since m the clause, 
That which is within that &c it is represented as a mere 
distinguishing attribute of something else 1 

To all this we make the following reply — The small ether 
can mean the highest Lord only not eithei the elemental 
ether or the individual soul — Why? — On account of the 
subsequent reasons i e on account of the reasons implied 
in the complementary passage For there the text declares 
at fir§t, with reference to the small ether which is enjoined 
as the object of sight ‘If they should say to him, &c 
thereupon follows an objection * What is there that deserves 
to be sought for or that is to be understood ? and thereon 
a final decisive statement, * Then he should say As large 
as this ether is, so large is that ethei within the heart 
Both heaven and earth are contained within it Here the 
teacher, availing himself of the comparison of the ether 
within the heart with the known (universal) ether precludes 
the conception that the ether within the heart is small — 
which conception is based on the statement as to the smallness 
of the lotus 1 e. the heart— and thereby precludes the pos- 
sibility of our understanding by the term * the small ether,’ 
the elemental ether For although the ordinary use of 
language gives to the woid ether the sense of elemental 
ether here the elemental ether cannot be thought of, because 
it cannot possibly be compared with itself — But, has it not 
been stated above that the ether, although one only, may 
be compared with itself in consequence of an assumed dif- 
ference between the outer and the inner ether? — That 
explanation we reply is impossible , for we cannot admit 
that a comparison of a thing with itself may be based upon 
a merely imaginary difference. And even if we admitted 


* Via of fiat which is within it Ananda Gin proposes two 
explanations na tan, paravueshawatvenety atra paro dahqrffka q 
Up$d£n$t tasimnn iti saptamyanta taAAAabdasj eti jeshaA YadvS, 
parajabdo ntatathavasttivxshayas tadvijeshawalvena t&smijin iti 
dahar&i&rasyokter ity arthaA T ataAabdasya ^ammkrjsh/anvaya 
ycge vjprakfj'sb/Snvayasya ^aghanyatvid ^kiMUiiareatais dhvevam 
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the possibility of such a comparison the extent of the outer 
ether could never be ascribed to the limited inner ether 
Should it be said that to the highest Lord also the extent of 
the (outer) ether cannot be ascribed, since another scriptural 
passage declares that he is greater than ether (5a BrA. X 
6 3 2 ) we invalidate this objection by the remark that the 
passage (comparing the inner ether with die outer ether) has 
the purport of discarding the idea of smallness (of the inner 
ether), which is primS. facie established by the smallness of 
the lotus of the heart in which it is contained and has not 
the purport of establishing a certain extent (of the inner 
ether) If the passage aimed at both, a split of the sen 
tence 1 would result — Nor if we allowed the assumptive 
difference of the inner and the outer ether, would it be 
possible to represent that limited portion of the ether which 
is enclosed in the lotus of the heart, as containing within 
itself heaven, earth, and so on Nor can we reconcile with 
the nature of the elemental ethei the qualities of Self hood, 
freeness from sin and so on (which are ascribed to the 
‘small ether) in the following passage, It is the Self free 
from sin free from old age from death and gnef, from 
hunger and thirst, of true desires of true purposes — Al- 
though the term Self (occurring in the passage quoted) 
may apply to the individual soul, yet other reasons exclude 
all idea of the individual soul being meant (by the small 
ether) For it would be impossible to dissociate from the 
individual soul which is restricted by limiting conditions 
and elsewhere compared to the point of a goad the attri- 
bute of smallness attaching to it on account of its being 
endosed in the lotus of the heart — Let it then be assumed — 
our opponent remarks — that the qualities of all pervading- 
ness &c are ascribed to the individual soul with the intention 
of intimating its non difference from Brahman — Well we 
reply, if you suppose that the small ether is called all- 
pervading because it is one with Brahman our own suppo- 


1 A vftkyabheda— split of the sentence — takes place according 
to the Mim&mS. when one and the same sentence contains two 
new 9 which axe different 
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sition, viz. that the all pervadingness spoken of is dii ectly 
predicated of Brahman itself is the much more simple one. — 
Concerning the assertion that the term ‘ city of Brahman * 
can only be understood, on the assumption that the indi- 
vidual soul dwells, like a king, in one particulai spot of the 
city of which it is the Lord we remark that the term is 
more properly interpreted to mean the body in so far as 
it is the city of the highest Brahman ’ which interpretation 
enables us to take the term Brahman m its primary sense 1 
The highest Brahman also is connected with the body for 
the latter constitutes an abode for the perception of Brah- 
man 8 Other scriptural passages also express the same 
meaning so for instance Fra. Up V, 5 He sees the highest 
person dwelling in the city (purusha — pumaya) &c and 
Bn Up II 5 18, * This person (purusha) is m all cities 
(bodies) the dweller within the city (puruaya). —Or else 
(taking brahmapura to mean ^ivapura) we may understand 
the passage to teach that Brahman is, m the city of the 
individual soul near (to the devout worshipper) just as 
Vish#u is near to us in the S&lagrAma stone — Moreover 
the text (VIII 1, 6 ) at first declares the result of works 
to be perishable ( as here on earth whatever has been 
acquired by works perishes so perishes whatever is acquired 
for the next world by good actions,’ &c ), and afterwards 
declares the imperishableness of the results flowing from a 
knowledge of the small ether, which forms the general sub- 
ject of discussion ( those who depart from hence after 
having discovered the Self and those true desires, for t hem 
there is freedom in all worlds’) From this again it is 
manifest that the small ether is the highest Self — We now 
turn to the statement made by the pftrvapakshin, that the 
sacred text does not represent the small ether as that 


* While the explanation of Brahman by giva. would compel us 
to a ssume that die word Brahman secondarily denotes the individual 
soul 
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which is to be sought for and to be understood because 
it is mentioned as a distinguishing attribute of something 
else and reply as follows If the (small) ether weie not 
that which is to be sought for and to be understood the 
description of the nature of that ether which is given m 
the passage (' as large as this ether is, so large is that ether 
within the heart ) would be devoid of purport — But — the 
opponent might say — that descriptive statement also has the 
purport of setting forth the nature of the thing abiding 
within (the ether) , for the text after having raised an objec 
tion (in the passage, And if they should say to him Now 
with regard to that city of Brahman and the palace in it, 1 e 
the small lotus of the heart, and the small ether within, the 
heart what is there within it that deserves to be sought for 
or that is to be understood ? ) declares, when replying to that 
objection, that heaven, earth, and so on are contained within 
it (the ether) a declaration to which the comparison with 
the ether forms a mere introduction — Your reasoning we 
reply is faulty If it weie admitted it would follow that 
heaven, earth, &c which are contained within the small 
ether constitute the objects of search and enquiry But 
m that case the complementary passage would be out 
of place For the text carrying on, as the subject of dis- 
cussion, the ether that is the abode of heaven, earth, &c. — 
by means of the clauses In it all desires are contained, 
It is the Self free from sin, &c and the passage. But 
those who depart from hence having discovered the Self, 
and the true desires ’ (m which passage the conj unction * and ’ 
has the purpose of joining the desires to the Self) — declares 
that the Self as well, which is the abode of the desires, as 
the desires which abide in the Self, are the objects of know 
ledge From this we conclude that in the beginning of the 
passage also the small ether abiding within the lotus of 
the heart, together with whatever is contained within it as 
earth, true desires, and so on, is represented as the object of 
knowledge And, for the reasons explained, that ether is 
the highest Lord. 

15 (The small ether is Brahman on account of 
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the action of going (into Brahman) and of the word 
(brahmaloka) for thus it is seen (1 e that the indi- 
vidual souls go into Brahman is seen elsewhere in 
Scripture) and (this going of the souls into Brahman 
constitutes) an inferential sign (by means of which 
we may properly interpret the word brahmaloka ) 

It has been declared (in the preceding Shtra) that the 
small (ether) is the highest Lord on account of the reasons 
contained in the subsequent passages These subsequent 
reasons are now set forth — For this reason also the small 
(ether) can be the highest Lord only because the passage 
complementary to the passage concerning the small (ether) 
contains a mention of going and a woid, both of which 
intimate the highest Lord In the first place we read (Kk 
Up VIII, 3, a) All these creatures day after day going 
into that Brahma world, do not discovei it This passage 
which refers back, by means of the word Brahma world 
to the small ether which forms the general subject matter, 
speaks of the going to it of the creatures 1 e the individual 
souls wherefrom we conclude that the small (ether) is 
Brahman, For this going of the individual souls into 
Brahman, which takes place day after day in the state of 
deep sleep, is seen t.e is met with in another scriptural 
passage, viz. Kk Up VI, 8, i, He becomes united with the 
True, &c In ordinary life also we say of a man who lies 
in deep sleep, he has become Brahman he is gone into 
the state of Brahman — In the second place the word 
Brahma- world, 9 which is here applied to the small (ether) 
under discussion, excludes all thought of the individual 
soul or the elemental ether, and thus gives us to understand 
that the small (ether) is Brahman — But could not the Word 
Brahma world convey as well the idea of the world of him 
whose throne is the lotus *? — It might do so indeed, if we 
explained the compound * Brahma world as the world of 
Brahman But if we explain it ©it the ground of the co 
ordination of both mem bers of the compound — so that 

* I e. I hatetS, the Jowe^r Brafonaa 
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* Brahma world denotes that world which is Brahman — 
then it conveys the idea of the highest Brahman only — 
And that daily going (of the souls) mto Brahman (mentioned 
above) is moreover an inferential sign for explaining the 
compound Brahma world on the ground of the co ordina 
tion of its two constituent members For it would be 
impossible to assume that all those creatures daily go into 
the world of the effected (lower) Brahman which world is 
commonly called the Satyalolca 1 e. the world of the True 

16 And on account of the supporting also (attri 
buted to it) (the small ether must be the Lord) 
because that greatness is observed in him (accord 
mg to other scriptural passages) 

And also on account of the supporting the small ether 
can be the highest Lord only — How ? — The text at first 
introduces the general subject of discussion in the passage 
‘ In it is that small ether declaies thereupon that the small 
one is to be compared with the universal ethei and that 
everything is contained m it, subsequently applies to it 
the term Self and states it to possess the qualities of 
being free from sm &c and, finally declares with reference 
to the same general subject of discussion That Self is a 
bank, a limitary support (vidhrrti), that these worlds may 
not be confounded As support is here predicated of 
the Self we have to understand by it a supporting agent 
Just as a dam stems the spreading water so that the 
boundaries of the fields are not confounded, so that Self 
acts like a limitary dam in order that these outer and 
inner worlds, and all the different castes and anramas may 
not be confounded In accordance with this our text 
declares that greatness, which is shown in the act of holding 
asunder, to belong to the Small (ether) which forms the subject 
of discussion , and that such greatness is found m the highest 
Lord only, is seen from other scriptural passages such as By 
the command of that Imperishable O G&rgi, sun and moon 
are held apart (B rt Up III, 8 9) Similarly we read in 
another e also about whose referring to the highest 
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Lord theie is no doubt, He is the Lord of all the king of 
all things, the protector of all things. He is a bank and a 
limitary support so that these worlds may not be con- 
founded {Bn Up IV 4 22) — Hence on account of the 
‘supporting also the small (ether) is nothing else but the 
highest Lord 

1 7 And on account of the settled meaning 

The small ether within cannot denote anything but the 
highest Lord for this reason also that the word ‘ether 
has (among other meanings) tire settled meaning of highest 
Lord Compare for instance, the sense in which the word 
ether is used in Kk Up VIII 14 He who is called ether 
is the revealer of all forms and names , and Kk Up I 9 
X, All these beings take their rise from the ether, &c On 
the other hand we do not meet with any passage in which 
the word ether is used in the sense of individual soul 
— We have already shown that the word cannot in our 
passage denote the elemental ether , for although the 
word certainly has that settled meaning, it cannot have it 
here, because the elemental ether cannot possibly be com 
pared to itself &c &c 

18 If xt be said that the other one (1 e the indi- 
vidual soul) (is meant) on account of a reference to 
it (made in a complementary passage) (we say) no 
on account of the impossibility 

Ifthe small (ether) is to be explained as the highest Lord on 
account of a complementary passage, then, the pfirvapakshin 
resumes, we point out that another complementary passage 
contains a reference to the other one 1 e to the individual 
soul Now that serene being (literally serenity, complete 
satisfaction), which after having risen out from this earthly 
body and having reached the highest light appears in its true 
form, that is, the Self, thus he spoke {Kk Up. VIII 3, 4) 
For there the word serenity, which is known to denote, in 
another scriptural passage, the stale of deep sleep can 
Convey the idea of th* son! cfcjJy when it is m 
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that state, not of anything else The * rising from the body 
also can be predicated of the individual soul only whose 
abode the body is , just as air &c whose abode is the 
ether are said to arise from the ether And just as 
the word ether although in ordinary language not denoting 
the highest Lord yet is admitted to denote him in such 
passages as The ether is the revealer of forms and names 
because it there occurs m conjunction with qualities of the 
highest Lord so it may likewise denote the individual soul 
Hence the term the small ether* denotes in the passage 
under discussion the individual soul on account of the 
reference to the other 

Not so we reply on account of the impossibility In 
the first place the individual soul, which imagines itself to 
be limited by the internal organ and its other adjuncts, can 
not be compared with the ether And in the second place, 
attributes such as freedom from evil and the like cannot be 
ascribed to a being which erroneously transfers to itself the 
attributes of its limiting adjuncts. This has already been 
set forth in the first Sfttra of the present adhikarawa and 
is again mentioned here in order to remove all doubt 
as to the soul being different from the highest Self That 
the reference pointed out by the pGrvapakshm is not to the 
individual soul will moreover, be shown in one of the next 
Sfitras (I, 3, ax) 

19 If it be said that from the subsequent (chapter 
it appears that the individual soul is meant), (we 
point out that what is there referred to is) rather 
(the individual soul m so far) as its true nature has 
become manifest (t e. as it is non different from 
Brahman) 

The doubt whether on account of the reference to the 
other, die individual soul might not possibly he meant, has 
been discarded on the ground of impossibility But, like 
a dead man on whom arrmta has been sprinkled, that doubt 
rises again, drawing new strength from the subsequent 
chapter which treats of Pr^f&patL For there he (Prq^&patf 
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at the outset declares that the Self which is free from sin 
and the like is that which is to be searched out that which 
we must try to understand {Kh Up VIII, 7 1) after that 
he points out that the seer within the eye 1 e the individual 
soul, is the Self ( that person that is seen m the 'eye is the 
Self, VIII 7 3) refers again and again to the same entity 
(m the clauses ‘ I shall explain him further to you VIII 9, 
3 VIII 10 4} and (m the explanations fulfilling the given 
promises) again explains the (nature of the) same individual 
soul in its different states ( He who moves about happy 
m drtams is the Self, VIII 10, 1 When a man being 
asleep, reposing and at perfect lest sees no dreams that is 
the Self VIII 11 1) The clause attached to both these 
explanations (viz That is the immortal the fearless, 
that is Brahman ) shows at the same time the individual 
soul to be free from sin and the like. After that Piagflpati, 
having discovered a shortcoming in the condition of deep 
sleep (in consequence of the expostulation of Indra 1 In that 
way he does not know himself that he 1$ I noi does he 
know these beings VIII, 11 a), enters on a further expla- 
nation ( I shall explain him further to you, and nothing more 
than this ) begins by blaming the (soul s) connexion with the 
body, and finally declares the individual soul when it has 
risen from the body to be the highest person ( Thus does 
that serene being arising from this body appear m its own 
form as soon as it has approached the highest light That 
is the highest person ) — From this it appeals that there is a 
possibility of the qualities of the highest Lord belonging to the 
individual soul also, and on that account we maintai n that the 
term, the small ether within it, refers to the individual soul 
This position we counter argue as follows But in so far 
as its nature has become manifest The particle * but (in 
the Sdtra) is meant to set aside the view of the purvapakshui 
so that the sense -of the S&tra is, * Hot even on account of 
the subsequent chapter a doubt as to the small ether being 
die individual soul is possible, because there alsothat which 
fs meant to be intimated is the individual soul tn so far only 
as fts {trw# nature has become manifest The Sfctra uses 
the expression he nature has become manifest, 
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which qualifies ^iva, the individual soul, with reference to 
its previous condition 1 — The meaning is as follows 
Pra^ipati speaks at first of the seer characterised by the 
eye ( That person which is within the eye, &c ) , shows 
thereupon, m the passage treating of (the reflection in) the 
waterpan that he (viz the seer) has not his true Self m 
the body refers to him repeatedly as the subject to be 
explained (in the clauses ‘I shall explain him further 
to you ) , and having then spoken of him as subject to 
the states of dreaming and deep sleep finally explains 
the individual soul in its real nature te in so far as 
it is the highest Brahman, not m so far as it is indi- 
vidual soul (‘As soon as it has approached the highest 
light it appears m its own form ) The highest light 
mentioned, in the passage last quoted, as what is to be 
approached, is nothing else but the highest Brahman 
which 1$ distinguished by such attributes as freeness from 
sin and the like That same highest Brahman constitutes 
— as we know from passages such as * that art thou — the 
real nature of the individual soul, while its second nature, 
1 e. that aspect of it which depends on fictitious limiting 
conditions is not its real nature For as long as the indi 
vidual soul does not free itself from Nescience m the form of 
duality — which Nescience may be compared to the mistake 
of him who in the twilight mistakes a post for a man — and 
does not rise to the knowledge of the Self whose nature is 
unchangeable, eternal Cognition — which expresses itself in 
the form I am Brahman — so long it remains the individual 
soul But when discarding the aggregate of body sense- 
organs and mind it arrives by means of Scripture, at the 
knowledge that it is not itself that aggregate that it does 
not form part of tranSm igratory existence but is the True, 
the Real the Self, whose nature is pure intelligence , then 

1 The masculine * &virblifttasvaT&paA qualifies the substantive 
gtvaA which has to be supplied. Properly speaking the ^iva whose 
true nature has become manifest 1. e winch has become Brahmen 
is no longer ^tva , hence the explanatory statement that the term 
» used wflb ref lo what the ^tva was before u became 
Brahman. 
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knowing itself to be of the nature of unchangeable eternal 
Cognition, it lifts itself above the vain conceit of being one 
with this body and itself becomes the Self whose nature is 
unchanging, eternal Cognition As is declared in such 
scriptural passages as He who knows the highest Brahman 
becomes even Brahman (Mu Up III, 3 9 } And this is 
the real nature of the individual soul by means of which it 
arises from the body and appears in its own form 

Here an objection may be raised How, it is asked can we 
speak of the true nature (svarftpa) of that which is unchanging 
and eternal, and then say that f it appears in its own form 
(true nature) ? Of gold and similar substances whose true 
nature becomes hidden and whose specific qualities are 
rendered non apparent by their contact with some other 
substance, it may be said that their true nature is rendeied 
manifest when they are cleaned by the application of some 
acid substance so it may be said likewise, that the stars, 
whose light is during daytime overpowered (by the superior 
brilliancy of the sun) become manifest in their true nature 
at night when the overpowering (sun) has departed But it 
is impossible to speak of an analogous overpowering of the 
eternal light of intelligence by whatever agency* since, like 
ether, it is free from all contact and since moreover such 
an assumption would be contradicted by what we actually 
observe For the (energies of) seeing, hearing noticing 
cognising constitute the character of the individual soul, 
and that character is observed to exist in full perfection, 
even in the case of that individual soul which has not yet 
risen beyond the body Every individual soul carries on 
the course of its practical existence by means of the activities 
of seeing hearing cognising, otherwise no practical existence 
at aU would be possible If, on the other hand that character 
would realise itself in the case of that soul only which has 
risen above the body, the entire aggregate of practical exis- 
tence, as it actually presents itself prior to the soul s rising, 
would thereby be contradicted We therefore ask Wherein 
consists that (alleged) rising from the body? Wherein con 
£j$|s that appearing (of the son!) m Its own form? 

Tq this we make the following reply Before the nse of 



I ADHYAYA, 3 PADA 1 9 1 87 


discriminative knowledge the nature of the individual soul 
which is (m reality) pure light is non discriminated as it 
were from its limiting adjuncts consisting of body senses 
mind sense objects and feelings and appears as consisting 
of the energies of seeing and so on Similarly — to quote an 
analogous case from ordinary experience — the true nature 
of a pure crystal 1 e its transparency and whiteness is, 
before the rise of discriminative knowledge (on the part of 
the observer) non discriminated as it were from any limiting 
adjuncts of red or blue colour while, as soon as through 
some means of true cognition discuminative knowledge has 
arisen it is<- said to have now accomplished its true nature 
1 e transparency and whiteness although in reality it had 
already done so before. Thus the discriminative knowledge 
effected by .Sruti on the part of the individual soul which 
previously is non discriminated as it were from its limiting 
adjuncts is (according to the scriptural passage under dis 
cussion) the soul s nsmg from the body and the fruit of that 
discriminative knowledge is its accomplishment m its true 
nature, 1 e the comprehension that its nature is the pure 
Self Thus the embodiedness and the non embodiedness of 
the Self are due merely to discrimination and non discrimi- 
nation in agreement with the mantra Bodiless within the 
bodies &c (Ka. Up I a, aa), and the statement of Snvrti 
as to the non difference between embodiedness and non- 
embodiedness ‘Though dwelling in the body, O Kaunteya, 
it does not act and is not tainted (Bha G 1 XIII, 31) 
The individual soul is therefore called That whose true 
nature is non manifest merely on account of the absence of 
discriminative knowledge and it is called That whose 
nature has become manifest on account of the presence of 
such knowledge. Manifestation and non manifestation of 
its nature of a different kind are not possible, since its 
nature is nothing but its nature (u e. m reality is always the 
same) Thus the difference between the individual soul and 
the highest Lord is owing to wrong knowledge only not to 
any reality, since, like ether, the highest Self is not in real 
contact with anything 

And wherefrom is allthis to be known? From the 
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tion given by Pra^&pati who after having referred to the 
^•iva ( the person that is seen in the eye, &c) continues 
This is the immortal the fearless this is Brahman If 
the well known seer within the eye were different from 
Brahman which is characterised as the immortal and fear 
less it would not be co-ordinated (as it actually is) with the 
immortal the fearless and Brahman The reflected Self on 
the other hand is not spoken of as he who is characterised 
by the eye (the seer within the eye) for that would reader 
Pra^fipati obnoxious to the reproach of saying deceitful 
things — So also m the second section the passage ‘He 
who moves about happy in dreams &c does not refer to a 
being different from the seeing person within the eye spoken 
of in the first chapter, (but treats of the same topic) as 
appears from the introductory clause, I shall explain him 
further to you Moreover \ a person who is conscious of 
having seen an elephant w a dream and of no longer seeing 
it when awake discards m the waking state the object which 
he had seen (in his sleep), but recognises himself when awake 
to be the same person who saw something in the dream — 
Thus in the third section also Pra^lpati does indeed 
declare the absence of all particular cognition in the state 
of deep sleep, but does not contest the identity of the 
cognising Self (‘ In that way he does not know himself that 
he is I nor all these beings ) The following clause also, 
He is gone to utter annihilation is meant to intimate only 
the annihilation of all specific cognition not the annihilation 
of the cogniser For there is no destruction of the knowing 
of the knower as — according to another scriptural pas- 
sage (Br* Up IV 3 30) — that is imperishable. — Thus, 
again, in the fourth section the introductory phrase 
of Frugfipati is, I shall explain him further to you and 
nothing different from, this , he thereupon refutes the con- 
nexion (of the Self) with the body and other limiting 
conditions f Magbavat, this body is mortal, &c ), shows the 
individual soul — which is there called ‘ the serene being — 


* To state another reason showing that the first and second 

dwptm of Pagipatfi e refer t® same subject 
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m the state when it has reached the nature of Brahman 
( It appears in its own form ) and thus proves the soul to 
be non different from the highest Brahman whose charac 
teristics are immortality and fearlessness 

Some (teachers) however are of opinion that if the highest 
Self is meant (in the fourth section) Jt would be inappropriate 
to understand the words This (him) I will explain further 
&c. as leferring to the individual soul and therefore suppose 
that the reference is (not to the individual soul forming the 
topic of the three preceding sections but) to the Self 
possessing the qualities of freeness from sin &c which Self 
is pointed out at the beginning of the entire chapter (VII 
1) — Against this interpretation we remaik that, in the first 
place it disregards the direct enunciation of the pronoun (1 e 
the this in this I will explain ) which rests on something 
approximate (1 e refeis to something mentioned not far off), 
and m the second place is opposed to the word further (or 
again ) met with in the text since from that interpretation it 
would follow that what had been discussed m the preceding 
sections is not again discussed in the subsequent section 
Moreover if Pra^clpati after having made a promise in the 
clause This I shall explain (where that clause occurs for the 
first time) did previously to the fourth section explain a 
different topic in each section we should haveto conclude that 
he acted deceitfully — Hence (our opinion about the purport 
of the whole chapter remains valid viz that it sets forth how) 
the unreal aspect of the individual soul as such — which is a 
mere presentation of Nescience, is stained by all the desires 
and aversions attached to agents and enjoyers and is con 
nected with evils of various kinds — is dissolved by true 
knowledge, and how the soul is thus led over mto the 
opposite state, 1 e mto its true state in which it is one with 
the highest Lord and distinguished by freedom from sin and 
similar attributes The whole process is similar to that by 
which an imagined snake passes over into a rope as soon as 
the mind of the beholder has freed itself from its erroneous 
imagination 

Others again and among them some of ours (asmadJyAr 
k*. ke£tt)| am of that the individual soul as such 
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is real To the end of refuting all these speculators who 
obstruct the way to the complete intuition of the unity 
of the Self this rirfraka rastra has been set forth, whose 
aim it is to show that there is only one highest Lord ever 
unchanging whose substance is cognition 1 and who by 
means of Nescience manifests himself m various ways just 
as a thaumaturg appears in different shapes by means of his 
magical power Besides that Lord there is no other sub- 
stance of cognition — If now the S&trak&ra raises and 
refutes the doubt whether a certain passage which (in 
reality) refers to the Loid does refer to the individual soul, 
as he does m this and the preceding Stitras* he does so 
for the following purpose To the highest Self which is 
eternally pure intelligent and free, which is never changing, 
one only, not m contact with anything devoid of form the 
opposite characteristics of the individual soul are errone- 
ously ascribed just as ignorant men ascribe blue colour to 
the colourless ether In order to remove this erroneous 
opinion by means of Vedic passages tending either to prove 
the unity of the Self or to disprove the doctrine of duality 
— which passages he strengthens by arguments — he insists 
on the difference of the highest Self from the individual 
soul, does however not mean to prove thereby that the soul 
is different from the highest Self but, whenever speaking of 
the soul, refers to its distinction (from the Self) as forming 
an item of ordinary thought, due to the power of Nescience 
For thus he thinks the Vedic injunctions of works which are 
given with a view to the states of acting and enjoying 
natural (to the non-enlightened soul) are not stultified — 
That, however, the absolute unity of the Self is the real 
purport of the j&stras teaching, the Sfttrak&ra declares, for 
instance, in I, i 30 s The refutation of the reproach of 


1 I e of whom cognition is not & mere attribute 
* Although in reality there is no such thing as an individual 
soui 

1 Nairn ^nvabrahmattor afkyasa &a kv&pi sfltrakflm 

n£sti bra to en ato aatkyam fnhhpi ktdbi 

trta. 
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futility raised against the injunctions of works has already- 
been set forth by us on the ground of the distinction 
between such persons as possess full knowledge, and such as 
do not 

20 And the reference (to the individual soul) has 
a different meaning 

The alleged reference to the individual soul which has 
been pointed out (by the ptirvapakshm) in the passage 
complementary to the passage about the small ether 
(‘Now that serene being, &c. VIII, 3 4) teaches, if the 
small ether is interpreted to mean the highest Lord neither 
the worship of the individual soul nor any qualification of 
the subject under discussion (viz. the small ether) and is 
therefore devoid of meaning — On that account the Siltra 
declares that the reference has another meaning 1 e that 
the reference to the individual soul is not meant to deter 
mine the nature of the individual soul, but rather the nature 
of the highest Lord In the following manner The mdi 
vidual soul which in the passage referred to is called the 
serene being acts m the waktng state as the roler of the 
aggregate comprising the body and the sense-organs, 
permeates in sleep the nadfs of the body and enjoys the 
dieam visions resulting from the impressions of the waking 
state , and, finally desirous of reaching an inner refuge, rises 
in the state of deep sleep beyond its imagined connexion 
with the gross and the subtle body reaches the highest 
light, t e the highest Brahman previously called ether, and 
thus divesting itself of the state of specific cognition appears 
m its own (true) nature The highest light which the soul 
is to reach and through which it is manifested in its true 
nature is the Self free from sin and so on which is there 
represented as the object of worship — In this sense the 
reference to the individual soul can be admitted by those 
also who maintain that in reality the highest Lord is 
meant 

21 If it be said that on account of the scriptural 
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declaration of the smallness (of the ether) (the Lord 
cannot be meant we reply that) that has been ex 
plained (before) 

The pfirvapakshm has remarked that the smallness of 
the ether stated by Scripture ( In it is that small ether ) 
does not agree with the highest Lord that it may however 
be predicated of the individual soul which (in another 
passage) is compared to the point of a goad As that remark 
calls for a refutation we point out that it has been refuted 
already it having been shown — under I a 7 — that a rela- 
tive smallness may be attributed to tbe Lord The same 
refutation is — as the Siltra points out — to be applied here 
also — That smallness is moreover contradicted by that 
scriptural passage which compares (the ethei within the 
heart) w th tbe known (universal) ether ( As large as is 
this ether so large is the ether within the heart. ) 

22 On account of the acting after (1 e the shining 
after), (that after which sun moon &e are said to 
shine is the highest Self) and (because by the light) 
of him (all this is said to be lighted) 

We read (Mu Up II, 2, 10, and Ka Up V, 15), ‘The 
sun does not shine there, nor the moon and the stars, nor 
these lightnings much less this fire After him when he 
shines everything shines , by the light of him all this is 
lighted The question here arises whether he ‘ after whom 
when he shines everything shines, and by whose light all 
this is lighted is some luminous substance or the highest 
Self (pr^^tta Atman) 

A luminous substance, the phrvapakshm maintains' — 
Why?- — Because the passage denies the shining only of 
such luminous bodies as the sun and the like It is known 
(from every-day experience) that luminous bodies such as 
die moon and the stars do not shme at daytime when the 
sun, which is itself a luminous body, is shmmg. Hence we 
mfer that that thing On “■«»* of which all this includ- 
ing the the stun, and the rah himself, does not 
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shine is likewise a thing of light The 'shining after 
also is possible only if there is a luminous body already 
for we know from experience that acting after (inula 
tion) of any kind takes place only when there are more 
than one agent of similar nature, one man for instance 
walks after another man who walks hunself Therefore 
we consider xt settled that the passage refers to some 
luminous body 

To this we reply that the highest Self only can be 
meant — Why? — On account of the acting after The 
shining after mentioned in the passage After him when 
he shines everything shines is possible only if the prS^wa 
Self, 1 e the highest Self is understood Of that pr^Sa 
Self another scriptural passage says His form is light 
his thoughts are true (Kk Up III, 14, 2) On the other 
hand, it is not by any means known that the sun &c shines 
after some other luminous body Moreover, pn account 
of the equality of nature of all luminous bodies such as 
the sun and the like there is no need for them of any other 
luminous body after which they should shine , for we see 
that a lamp for instance, does not shine after another 
lamp Nor is there any such absolute rule (as the pGr- 
vapakshin asserted) that acting after is observed only 
among things of similar nature It is rather observed 
among things of dissimilar nature also , for a red hot iron 
ball acts after 1 e burns after the burning fire and the dust 
of the ground blows (is blown) after the blowing wind — 
The clause on account of the acting after (which forms 
part of the SGtra) points to the shining after (mentioned 
m the scriptural jloka under discussion) the clause and 
of hup points to the fourth pida of the same rloka The 
meaning of this latter clause is that the cause assigned 
for the light of the sun &c (in the passage by the light 
of him everything is lighted ) intimates the pr&gfis. Self 
For of that Self Scripture says, ‘ Him the gods worship 
as the light of lights, as immortal time (B« Up IV 4, 
16) That, on the other hand, the light of the sun the 
moon &c should shine by some other (physical) light is m 
the first place, not known and in the second place absurd 
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as one (physical) light is counteracted by another — Or 
else the cause assigned for the shining does not apply only 
to the sun and the other bodies mentioned m the doka 
but the meaning (of the last p&da) rather is — as we may 
c o nclude from the comprehensive statement * all this — 
the manifestation of this entire world consisting of 
names and forms acts, agents and fruits (of action) has 
for its cause the existence of the light of Brahman just 
as the existence of the light of the sun is the cause of the 
manifestation of all form and colour — Moreover, the text 
shows by means of the word 'there ('the sun does not 
shine there &c ) that the passage is to be connected with 
the general topic and that topic is Brahman as appears 
from Mu Up II 2 5, In whom the heaven the earth, and 
the sky are woven, &c The same appears from a passage 
subsequent (on the one just quoted and immediately -pre 
ceding the passage under discussion) In the highest 
golden sheath there is the Brahman without passion and 
without parts , that is pure that is the light of lights, that 
is it which they know who know the Self This passage 
giving nse to the question How is it the light of lights ? 
there is occasion for the reply given m * The sun does 
not shine there &c. — In refutation of the assertion that 
the shining of luminous bodies such as the sun and the 
moon can be denied only m case of there being another 
luminous body — as for instance the light of the moon and 
the stars is denied only when the sun is shining — we point 
out that it has been shown that he (the Self) only can be 
the luminous being referred to, nothing else And it is 
quite possible to deny the shining of sun moon, and so on 
with regard to Brahman, for whatever is perceived is 
perceived by the light of Brahman only so that sun, moon 
&c. can be said to shine in it while Brahman as self 
luminous is not perceived by means of any other light 
Brahman manifests everything else, but is not manifested 
by anything eke , according to such scriptural passages as 
By the Self alone as his light man sits, &c (B ru Up 
TV, 3 d), and He is incomprehensible, for he cannot be 
J ’ (Rr* Up. IV a 4). 
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23 Moreover Smrzti also speaks of him (1 e of 
the pr&£$a Self as being the universal light) 

Moreover that aspect of the prS^a Self is spoken of 
m Smrrti also viz in the BhagavacJ Gita (XV, 6, 12) 

‘ Neither the sun, nor the moon nor the fire illumines that , 
having gone into which men do not return that is my 
highest seat And The light which abiding in the sun 
illumines the whole world, and that which is in the moon 
and that which is in the fire all that light know to be 
mine ’ 

24 On account of the term (viz the term * lord 
applied to it) the (person) measured (by a thumb) (is 
the highest Lord) 

We read (Ka Up II, 4 12) * The person of the size of 
a thumb stands m the middle of the Self See., and (II, 
4 13) That person of the size of a thumb, is like a light 
without smoke, lord of the past and of the future, he is 
the same to-day and to morrow This is that — The 
question here arises whether die person of the size of a 
thumb mentioned m the text is the cognitional (individual) 
Self or the highest Self 

The pfirvapakshm maintains that on account of the 
declaration of the persons size the cognitional Self is 
meant For to the highest Self which is of infinite length 
and breadth Scripture would not ascribe the measure of 
a span of the cognitional Self, on the other hap/1 which 
is connected with limiting adjuncts extension of the size 
of a span may by means of some fictitious assumption be 
predicated Smrrti also confirms this, * Then Yama drew 
forth by force from the body of Satyavat the person of 
the size of a thumb tied to Yamas noose and helpless 
(Mah&bh III 16763) For as Yama could not pull out by 
force the highest Self, the passage is clearly seen to refer 
to the transmigrating (individual soul) of the size of a 
thumb and we thence infer that the same Self is m 

the Vedic passage under discussion 

To this we reply that the a thumb long can only 
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be the highest Lord — Why ? — On account of the term 
lord of the past and of the future For none but the 
highest Lord is the absolute ruler of the past and the 
future — Moreover, the clause this is that connects the 
passage with that which Lad been enquired about and 
therefore forms the topic of discussion And what had 
been enquired about is Brahman That which thou seest 
as neither this nor that as neither effect nor cause, as 
neither past nor future tell me that (I, 2 14) — ‘ On ac- 
count of the term 1 e on account of the direct statement 
in the text, of a designation, viz. the term 4 Lord, we under 
stand that the highest Lord is meant 1 — But still the question 
remains how a certain extension can be attributed to the 
omnipresent highest Self — The reply to th's is given, in 
the next Sfitra 

25 But with reference to the heart (the highest 
Self is said to be of the size of a span) as men are 
entitled (to the study of the Veda) 

The measure of a span is ascribed to the highest Lord, 
although omnipresent with reference to his abiding within 
the heart just as to ether (space) the measure of a cubit 
is ascribed with reference to the joint of a bamboo For, 
on the one hand the measure of a span cannot be ascribed 
directly to the highest Self which exceeds all measure 
and on the other hand it has been shown that none but 
the highest Lord can be meant here on account of the 
term 4 Lord and so on — But — an objection may be raised — 
as the size of the heart vanes in the different classes of 
living beings it cannot be maintained that the declaration 


1 This last sentence is directed against the possible objection 
that < jabda, which the Sftfra bnngs forward as an argument m 
favour of the highest Lord being meant, has the sense of sentence 
(vSkya) and is therefore of less force than hnga, i e. indicatory or 
inferential mark which is represented in our passage by the 
angnsh/^amitiata of the purusha, and favours the ^iva interprets 
than. .Sabda, the text remarks here means miti ! e direct enun- 
ciation, and mm ranks, as a — of proof higher than hnga. 
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of the highest Self being of the size of a thumb can be 
explained with reference to the heart — To this objection 
the second half of the Sfitra replies On account of men 
(only) being entitled For the rfistra, although propounded 
without distinction (1 e although not itself specifying 
what class of beings is to proceed according to its pre 
cepts) does in reality entitle men 1 only (to act according to 
its precepts) . for men only (of the three higher castes) are 
firstly, capable (of complying with the precepts of the 
.dstra) , aie secondly desirous (of the results of actions 
enjoined by the ^astra) , are, thirdly, not excluded by pro- 
hibitions, and are fouithly subject to the precepts about 
the upanayana ceremony and so on 2 This point has been 
esgilained in the section treating of the definition of adhi 
kfira (Pftrva Mim S VI 1) — Now the human body has 
ordinarily a fixed size, and hence the heart also has a fixed 
size viz the size of a thumb Hence, as men (only) are 
entitled to study and practise the .yistra the highest Self 
may with reference to its dwelling in the human heart 
be spoken of as being of the size of a thumb — In reply 
to the pOrvapakshin s reasoning that on account of the 
statement of size and on account of Snmti we can under- 
stand by him who is of the si2e of a thumb the traas 
migrating soul only we remark that — analogously to such 
passages as ‘ That is the Self That art thou — our passage 


1 I e men belonging to the three upper castes. 

1 The first reason excludes animals gods and nshis Gods 
cannot themselves perform sacrifices the essential feature of which 
is the parting on the part of the sacnficer, with an offenng- meant 
for the gods jPrshis cannot perform sacrifices m the course of 
whose performance the ancestral nshis of the sacnficer are invoked 
-r-The second reason excludes those men whose only desire is 
emancipation and who therefore do not care for the perishable 
fruits of sacrifices.— The third and fourth Reasons exclude the 
<Sficfras who are indirectly disqualified for rastnc works because the 
Veda m different planes gives rules for the three higher castes only 
and for whom the ceremony of the Upanayana — indispensable for 
al who wish to study the Veda — is not prescribed Cp. Pfirva 
Stems VI, 1 
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teaches that the transmigrating soul which is of the size 
of a thumb is (in reality) Brahman For the Vedanta- 
passages have a twofold purport, some of them aim at 
setting forth the nature of the highest Self, some at 
teaching the unity of the individual soul with the highest 
Self Onr passage teaches the umty of tne individual 
soul with the highest Self not the size of anything This 
point is made dear further on in the Upamshad 'The 
person of the size of a thumb, the inner Self is always 
settled in the heart of men Let a man draw that Self 
forth from his body with steadiness as one draws the pith 
from a reed Let him know that Self as the Bright as the 
Immortal (II, 6, 17) 

26 Also (beings) above them, (viz men) (are 
qualified for the study and practice of the Veda), 
on account of the possibility (of it) according to 
B&dar&yawa 

It has been said above that the passage about him who 
is of the size of a thumb has reference to the human heart, 
because men are entitled to study and act according to the 
Telstra Thisgives us an occasion for the following discussion. 
— It is true that the s^stra entitles men, but, at the same time, 
there is no exclusive rule entitling men only to the know 
ledge of Brahman, the teacher B£dar£ya«a, rather thinks 
that the jastra entitles those (classes of beings) also which 
are above men, viz gods, and so on —On what account? — 
On the account of possibility — For in their cases also the 
different causes on which the qualification depends such as 
having certain desires, and so on may exist. In the first 
place, the gods also may have the desire of final release 
caused by the reflection that all effects, objects and powers 
are non permanent In the second place they may be 
capable of It as their corporeality appears from mantras 
arthavadas, itih&sas, pur&nas, and ordinary experience In 
the thud place, there is no prohibition (excluding them like 
S&& ras) Nor does in the fourth place the scriptural rule 
about the upanayana coy annul their tit e for that 
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ceremony meiely subserves the study of the Veda and to 
the gods the Veda is manifest of itself (without study) 
That the gods, moreover for the purpose of acquiring 
knowledge, undergo discipleship, and the like appeals 
from such scriptural passages as One hundred and one 
years Indra lived as a disciple with Prag^pati ' (Kh Up 
VIII 11 3) and ‘ Bhrrgu V£ru«i went to his father Varuwi 
saymg, Sir, teach me Brahman (Taitt Up III 1) — And 
the reasons which have been given above against gods and 
rzshis being entitled to perform religious works (such as 
sacrifices) viz the cucumstance of there being no othei gods 
(to whom the gods could offei sacrifices) and of there being 
no other ^ishis (who could be invoked during the sacrifice) 
donotapplytothecaseofbranchesofknowledge For India 
and the other gods when applying themselves to knowledge 
have no acts to perform with a view to Indra and so on 
nor have Bhngu and other rrshis in the same case to do 
anything with the circumstance of their belonging to the 
same gotra as Bhngu &c What, then should stand m 
the way of the gods and rtshis right to acquire knowledge ? 
— Moreover the passage about that which is of the size of a 
thumb lemains equally valid, if the right of the gods &c 
is admitted , it has then only to be explained in each par 
ticular case by a reference to the particular size of the 
thumb (of the class of beings spoken of) 

27 If it be said that (the corporeal individuality 
of the gods involves) a contradiction to (sacrificial) 
works we deny that, on account of the observation 
of the assumption (on the part of the gods) of several 
(forms) 

If the right of the gods, and other beings superior to men 
to the acquisition of knowledge is founded on the assumption 
of their corporeality &c., we shall have to admit in conse- 
quence of that corporeality that India and the other gods 
stand in the relation of subordinate members (aftga) to 
sacrificial acts, by means of their be ng present in person 
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just as the priests are But this admission will lead to * a 
contradiction in the sacrificial acts because the circumstance 
of the gods forming the members of sacrificial acts by means 
of their personal presence is neither actually observed nor 
possible For it is not possible that one and the same 
Indra should at the same time, be present in person at many 
sacrifices. 

To this we reply that there is no such contradiction — 
Why? — On account of the assumption of several (forms) 
For it is possible for one and the same divine Self to assume 
several forms at the same time — How is that known? — From 
observation — For a scriptural passage at first replies to the 
question how many gods there are, by the declaration that 
there are Three and three hundred, three and three thou 
sand, and subsequently on the question who they are, 
declares They (the 303 and 3003) are only the various 
powers of them in reality there are only thirty-three gods 
(Bn Up III, 9 i, 2) showing thereby that one and the 
same divine Self may at the same time appear in many 
forms. After that it proceeds to show that these thirty- 
three gods themselves are in reality contained in six five 
&c. and, finally by replying to the question ‘ Who is the one 
god ? that Breath is the one god, shows that the gods are 
all forms of Breath, and that Breath, therefore can at the 
same tame appear in many forms. — Srnrrti also has a similar 
statement A Yogin O hero of the Bbaratas may by his 
power multiply his Self m many thousand shapes, and m 
them walk about on the earth. In some he may enjoy 
the objects, in others he may undergo dire penance and, 
finally be may again retract them all just as the sun 
retracts the multitude of his rays If such Smritl pas- 
sages as the above declare that even Yogrns who have 
merely acquired various extraordinary powers such as 
subtlety of body and the like, may animate several bodies 
at the same time, how much more capable of such feats must 
the gods be, who naturally possess all supernatural powers 
The gods thus being able to assume several shapes a god 
may divide himself into many forms and enter into relation 
with many — ^ — at the same time, mg all the 
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while unseen by others, in consequence of his power to 
reader himself invisible 

The latter part of the Sfitra may be explained in a 
different manner also viz. as meaning that even beings 
enjoying corporeal individuality are seen to enter into mere 
subordinate relation to more than one action Sometimes 
indeed, one individual does not at the same time enter into 
subordinate relation to different actions one Br&hmawa for 
instance is not at the same time entertained by many entei- 
tainers But in other cases one individual stands in subor- 
dinate relation to many actions at the same time, one 
Br&hma«a for instance, may constitute the object of the 
xeverence done to him by many persons at the same time 
Similarly, it is possible that as the sacrifice consists in the 
parting (on the part of the sacnficer with some offering) 
with a view (to some divinity) many persons may at the 
same time part with their respective offerings, all of them 
having in view one and the same individual divinity The 
individuality of the gods does not, therefore mvolve any 
contradiction m sacrificial works 

28 If it be said (that a contradiction will result) 
m respect of the word we refute this objection on 
the ground that (the world) originates from the 
word as is shown by perception and inference. 

Let it then be granted that, from the admission of the 
corporeal individuality of the gods, no contradiction will 
result in the case of sacrificial works Still a contradic 
tion will result in respect of the word (jabda) — How? — 
The authontativeness of the Veda has been proved 'from 
its independence basing on the original (eternal) connexion 
of the word with its sense ( the thing signified ) 1 But now 
although a divinity possessing corporeal individuality such 
as admitted above may, by means of its supernatural 
powers, be able to enjoy at the same time the oblations 

— — — * 

1 The u 10 Pftrvu Mtm&arsi Sfitras 3 , 1, 5 (not to I a 

at as staled in Hull's t Texts, III, p. 69). 
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which form part of several sacrifices yet it will on account 
of its very individuality he subject to birth and death just 
as we men are, and hence, the eternal connexion of the 
eternal word with a non eternal thing being destroyed a 
contradiction will arise with regard to the authoritative 
ness proved to belong to the word of the Veda 

To this we reply that no such contradiction exists —Why ? 
— ■ On account of their origin from it For from that very 

same word of the Veda the world with the gods and other 
beings originates — But — an objection will be raised — m 
Sfttra I i a ( That whence there is the origin, &c of this 
world )it has been proved that the world originates from Brah- 
man how then can it be said here that it originates from the 
word? And, moreover even if the origin of the world from 
the word of the Veda be admitted how is the contradiction 
in regard to the word removed thereby inasmuch as the 
Vasos, the Rudras, the Adityas the Vuvedevas and the 
Maruts 1 are non-eternal beings because produced and if 
titty are non-eternal, what is there to preclude the non- 
etemahty of the Vedic words Vasu &c designating them? 
For it is known from every-day life that only when the son 
of Devadatta is born the name Ya^wadatta is given to him 
(lit made for him ) 2 Hence we adhere to our opinion 
that a contradiction does arise with regard to the word 
This objection we negative on the ground that we observe 
the eternity of the connexion between such words as cow, 
and so on, and the things denoted by them For although 
the individuals of the (species denoted by the word) cow 
have an origin their species 3 does not have an origin since 
of (the three categories) substances qualities, and actions 
the individuals only originate, not the species Now it is 
with the species that the words are connected not with the 
individuals, which as being infinite in number are not 
capable of entering into that connexion Hence, although 


1 In which classes of beings all the gods are comprised. 

2 Winch $bows that together with the non-etemahty of the dang 
denoted there goes the non e tonality of the denoting word. 

* Akrib, best traaafoted by etfeg. 
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the individuals do not originate no contradiction arises 
in the case of words such as cow, and the like since the 
species are eternal Similarly although individual gods are 
admitted to originate there arises no contradiction in tne 
case of such words as Vasu, and the like, since the species 
denoted by them are eternal And that the gods,, and so 
on belong to different species is to be concluded from 
the descriptions of their various personal appearance 
such as given in the mantras arthav&das &c. Terms such 
as * Indra rest on the connexion (of some particular being) 
with some particular place analogously to terms such as 
* army leader , * hence whoever occupies that particular 
place is called by that particular name — The origination 
of the world from the word * is not to be understood m that 
sense, that the word constitutes the material cause of the 
world, as Brahman does , but while there exist the ever 
lasting words, whose essence is the power of denotation m 
connexion with their eternal sense (1 e the ikntis denoted) 
the accomplishment of such individual things as are capable 
of having those words applied to them is called an ongina 
tion from those words 

How then is it known that the world originates from 
the word? — From perception and inference Perception 
here denotes Scripture which in order to be authoritative 
is independent (of anything else) ‘ Inference denotes 
Sronb which, ul order to be authoritative, depends on 
something else (viz Scripture) These two declare that 
creation is preceded by the word Thus a scriptural 
passage says, At the word these Pra^apati created the 
gods, at the words were poured outlie created men, at 
the word drops he created the fathers at the words 
through thefilterhe created the Soma cups at the words 
the swift ones he created the stotra, at the words to all 
he created the jastra, at the word blessings he created 
the other beings And another passage says, He with 
his mind united himself with speech (L e the word of 
the Veda — Brt Up I », 4). Thus Scripture declares m 
different places that the word precedes the creation. — 
Smnti also delivers itself as follows. In the beginning 
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a divine voice eternal without beginning or end formed 
of the Vedas was uttered by Svayarabhfk, from which 
all activities proceeded By the ‘uttering of the voice 
we have here to understand the starting of the oral 
tradition (of the Veda) because of a voice without 
beginning or end uttering in any other sense cannot 
be predicated — Again we read, In the beginning Ma- 
hesvaia shaped from the words of the Veda the names 
and forms of all beings and the procedure of all actions 
And again ‘The several names actions and conditions of 
all things he shaped in the beginning from the words of the 
Veda (Manu I 31) Moreover, we all know from observa 
tion that any one when setting about some thing which he 
washes to accomplish first remembers the word denoting 
the thing, and after that sets to work We therefore con 
elude that before the creation the Vedic words became 
manifest in the mind of Pra^&pati the creator and that 
after that he created the things corresponding to those 
words Scripture also where it says (Taitt Br& II 2, 4, 2) 
‘uttering bhfir he created the earth &c shows that the 
worlds such as the earth &c. became manifest 1 e weie 
created from the words bhur &c. which had become mam 
fest m the mind (of Pra^dpati) 

Of what nature then is the woid with a view to which 
it is said that the world originates from the word ? — It 
is the spho/a, the p&rvapakshin says 1 Fo r on the as 


1 The pQrvapakshm 1 e here the grammarian maintains, for the 
reasons specified further on that there exists m the case of 
words a sopersensuous entity called spho/a which is manifested by 
the letters of the word and, if apprehended by the mind, itself mam 
fests the sense of die word. The term spho/a. may, according as it 
is viewed m either of these lights, be explained as the mamTestor or 
that which is manifested — The spho/a is a grammatical fiction, the 
word in so far as it is apprehended by us as a whole That we 
cannot identify a wnh the ‘notion (as Deussen seems inclined to do, 
P 80) follows from its being distinctly called v&bka or abbidh&yaka 
and. its being represented as that which die «"»»»»« 

of the of a word ( ^ 
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sumption that the letters aie the word the doctrine that 
the individual gods and so on originates from the eternal 
words of the Veda could not in an y way be proved 
since the letters perish as soon as they are produced 
(1 e pronounced) These perishable letters are more- 
over apprehended as differing according to the pronun 
ciation of the individual speaker For this reason we are 
able to determine meiely from the sound of the voice 
of some unseen person whom we hear reading who is 
reading whether Devadatta 01 Ya^wadatta or some other 
man. And it cannot be maintained that this apprehension 
of difference regarding the letters is an erroneous one 
for we do not apprehend anything else whereby it is 
refuted Nor is it reasonable to maintain that the ap- 
prehension of the sense of a word results from the letters 
For it can neither be maintained that each letter by itself 
intimates the sense, since that would be too wide an assump- 
tion 1 , nor that theie takes place a simultaneous appre 
hension of the whole aggregate of letters since the letters 
succeed one another m time Nor can we admit the explan 
ation that the last letter of the word together with the im- 
pressions produced by the perception of the preceding 
letters is that which makes us apprehend the sense For 
the word makes us apprehend the sense only if it is itself 
apprehended in so far as having reference to the mental 
grasp of the constant connexion (of the word and the 
sense) just as smoke makes us infer the existence of fire 
only when it is itself apprehended but an apprehension 
of the last letter combined with the impressions produced 
by the preceding letters does not actually take place 
because those impressions are not objects of perception 2 
Nor again, can it be maintained that (although those im 


1 For that each letter by itself expresses the sense is not 
observed , and if it did so, the other letters of the word would have 
to be declared useless 

1 In order to enable us to apprehend the sense from the word, 
there is required the actual consciousness of the last letter plus the 
impressions of die preceding letters just as smoke enables us to 
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pressions are not objects of perception, yet they may be 
inferred from their effects and that thus) the actual per 
ception of the last letter combined with the impressions 
left by the preceding letters — which impressions are appre- 
hended from their effects — is that which intimates the sense 
of the word , for that effect of the impressions viz. the 
remembrance of the entire word is itself something con- 
sisting of parts which succeed each other m time — From 
all this it follows that the spho/a is the word After the 
apprehending agent, i e the buddhi has through the ap- 
prehension of the several letters of the word received 
rudimentary impressions and after those impressions have 
been matured through the apprehension of the last letter 
die spho/a presents itself in the buddhi all at once as the 
object of one mental act of apprehension — And it must not 
be maintained that that one act of apprehension is merely 
an act of remembrance having for its object the letters 
of the word for the letters which are more than one 
cannot form the object of one act of apprehension. — As 
that spho/a is recognised as the same as often as the word 
is pronounced, t is eternal while the apprehension of 
difference referred to above has for its object the letters 
merely From this eternal word which is of the nature 
of the spho/a and possesses denotative power, there is 
produced the object denoted 1 e this world which consists 
of actions, agents and results of action 
Against this doctrine die reverend Upavarsha maintains 
that the letters only are the word — But — an objection is 
raised — it has been said above that the letters no sooner 
produced pass away’ — That assertion is not true we reply 
for they are recognised as the same letters (each tune they 
are produced anew). — Nor can it be maintained that the 
recognition is due to similarity only as in the case of hairs 
for instance, for the fact of the recognition being a re- 
cognition is the strict sense of the word is not contradicted 
by any other means of procrf* —Nor, again can it be said 

infer the existence of lire only if we are actually conscious of due 
smoke But that actual consciousness does not take place because 
the arc not objects of 
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that the recognition has its cause in the species (so that 
not the same individual letter would be recognised but only 
a letter belonging to the same species as other letters 
heard before) , for as a matter of fact the same individual 
letters are recognised That the recognition of the letters 
rests on the species could he maintained only if whenever 
the letters are pronounced different individual letters were 
apprehended just as several cows are apprehended as 
different individuals belonging to the same species But 
this is actually not the case for the (same) Individual 
letters are recognised as often as they are pronounced If 
for instance the word cow is pronounced twice we think 
not that two different words have been pronounced, but 
that the same individual word has been repeated — But 
our opponent reminds us it has been shown above that 
the letters are apprehended as different owing to differences 
of pronunciation as appears from the fact that we apprehend 
a difference when merely hearing the sound of Devadatta or 
Ya^wadatta leading — Although, we reply, it is a settled 
matter that the letters are recognised as the same, yet we 
admit that there are differences in the apprehension of the 
letters but as the letters are articulated by means of the 
conjunction and disjunction (of the breath with the palate 
the teeth &c ) those differences are rightly ascribed to the 
various character of the articulating agents and not to 
the intrinsic nature of the letters themselves Those 
moreover who maintain that the individual letters are 
different have, in order to account for the fact of recogm 
tion to assume species of letters, and further to admit 
that the apprehension of difference is conditioned by ex- 
ternal factors Is it then not much simpler to assume 
as we do, that the apprehension of difference is conditioned 
by external factors while the recognition is due to the 
intrinsic nature of the letters? And this very fact of 
recognition is that mental process which prevents us from 
looking on the apprehension of difference as having the 
letters for its object (so that the opponent was wrong m 
denying the existence of such a process) For how should 
for instance, the one sellable ga when it is pronounced in 
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the same moment by several persons be at the same time 
of different nature, viz accented with the udatta, the 
anud&tta and the Svanta and nasal as well as non nasal 1 ? 
Or else 2 — and this is the preferable explanation — we 
assume that the difference of apprehension is caused not 
by the letters but by the tone (dhvani) By this tone we 
have to understand that which enters the ear of a person 
who is listening from a distance and not able to distinguish 
the separate letters, and which, for a person standing near 
affects the letters with its own distinctions such as high 
or low pitch and so on It is on this tone that all the 
distinctions of udatta, anud&tta, and so on depend and not 
on the intrinsic nature of the letters for they are recognised 
as the same whenever they are pronounced On this theory 
only we gam a basis for the distinctive apprehension of 
the udatta the anudfitta, and the like For on the theory 
first propounded (but now rejected), we should have to 
assume that the distinctions of udfitta and so on are due 
to the processes of conjunction and disjunction described 
above, smce the letters themselves which are ever re 
cognised as the same are not different But as those 
processes of conjunction and disjunction are not matter 
of perception we cannot definitely ascertain in the letters 
any differences based on those processes and hence the 
apprehension of the ud&tta and so on lemains without 
a basis — Nor should it be urged that from the dif 
ference of the udatta and so on there results also 
a difference of the letters recognised For a difference 
in one matter does not involve a difference m some 
other matter which in itself is free from difference. 
Nobody, for instance, thinks that because the individuals 

* * How should it be so ? i e it cannot be so and on that 
account the differences apprehended do not belong to the letters 
themselves, but to die external conditions mentioned above 

* With ‘or rise begins the exposition of the finally accepted 
theory as to the cause why the same letters are apprehended as 
different Hitherto the cause had been found in the variety of the 
upSdbis of the letters. Now a new distinction is made between 
articulated letters and n on-articulated to nd. 
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are different from each other the species also contains a 
difference jn itself 

The assumption of the spho/a is further gratuitous be 
cause the sense of the word may be apprehended from the 
letters — But — our opponent here objects — I do not assume 
the existence of the spho&i I on the contrary actually 
perceive it , for after the buddhi has been impressed by the 
successive apprehension of the letters of the word the 
spho/a all at once presents itself as the object of cognition 
— Y ou are mistaken we reply The object of the cogmtional 
act of which you speak is simply the letters of the word 
That one comprehensive cognition which follows upon the 
apprehension of the successive letters of the word has for 
its object the entire aggregate of the letters constituting the 
word and not anything else We conclude this from the 
cuCumstance that in that final comprehensive cogmtion 
there are included those letters only of which a definite 
given word consists and not any other letters If that 
cogmtional act had foi its object the sphotfa — 1 . e something 
different from the letters of the given word — then those 
letters would be excluded from it just as much as the letters 
of any other word But as this is not the case it follows 
that that final comprehensive act of cognition is nothing but 
an act of remembrance which has the letters of the word 
for its object. — Our opponent has asserted above that the 
letters of a word being seveial cannot form the object of 
one mental act But there he is wrong again The ideas 
which we have of a row for instance or a wood or an army 
or of the numbers ten hundred, thousand and so on show 
that also such things as comprise several unities can become 
the objects of one and the same cogmtional act The idea 
which has for its object the word as one whole is a derived 
one m so far as it depends on the determination of one 
sense m many letters 1 , m the same way as the idea of a 


1 I e it is not directly one idea for it has for its object more 
than one letter but it may be called one m a secondary sense 
because it is based on the determinative knowledge that the letters, 
although more than one express one sense only 
[34] P 
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wood an army and so on — But — our opponent may here 
object — if the word were nothing else but the letters which 
in their aggregate become the object of one mental act 
such couples of words as and rfiga or pika and lcapi 
would not be cognised as different words , for here the same 
letters are presented to consciousness in each of the words 
constituting one couple. — There is indeed, we reply, in 
both cases a comprehensive consciousness of the same 
totality of letters but just as ants constitute the idea of a 
row only if they march one after the other so the letters 
also constitute the idea of a certain word only if they follow 
each other in a certain order Hence it is not contrary to 
reason that the same letters are cognised as different words, 
in consequence of the different order in which they are 
arranged 

The hypothesis of him who maintains that the letters are 
the word may therefore be finally formulated as follows. 
The letters of which a word consists — assisted by a certain 
order and number — have, through traditional use, entered 
mt6 a connexion with a definite sense At the time when 
they are employed they present themselves as such (1 e. in 
their definite order and number) to the buddhi, which after 
having apprehended the several letters m succession, finally 
comprehends the entire aggregate and they thus uneinngly 
intimate to the buddhi their definite sense This hypothesis 
is certainly simpler than the complicated hypothesis of the 
grammarians who teach that the spho/a is the word For 
they have to disregaid what is given by perception, and to 
assume something which is never perceived the letters 
apprehended m a definite order are said to manifest the 
spho&i and the spho& in its turn is said to manifest the 
sense 

Or let it even be admitted that the letters are differ 
ent ones each tune they are pronounced , yet as in that 
case we necessarily must assume species of letters as 
the basis of the recognition of the individual letters, the 
function of conveying the sense which we have demon 
strated in the case of the (individual} letters has then to be 
attributed to the species. 
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From all this it follows that the theory according to which 
the individual gods and so on originate from the eternal 
words is unobjectionable 

29 And from this very reason there follows the 
eternity of the Veda 

As the eternity of .the Veda is founded on the absence 
of the remembrance of an agent only a doubt with regard 
to it had been raised owing to the doctrine that the gods 
and other individuals have sprung from it That doubt 
has been refuted in the preceding Sutra — The present 
Sutra now confirms the, already established eternity of 
the Veda The eternity of the word of the Veda has to 
be assumed for this very reason that the world with its 
definite (eternal) species, such as gods and so on, originates 
from it — A mantra also ( By means of the sacrifice they 
followed the trace of speech, they found it dwelling in 
the rishis Rtg veda Sawh. X 71, 3) shows that the 
speech found (by the nshis) was permanent. — On this 
point Vedavydsa also speaks as follows Formerly the 
great nshis being allowed to do so by Svayambhfl ob 
tamed through their penance the Vedas together with 
the ltihclsas which had been hidden at the end of the 
yuga. 

30 And on account of the equality of names and 
forms there is no contradiction (to the eternity of 
the word of the Veda) in the renovation (of the 
world) , as is seen from , 5 ruti and Smnti 

If — the purvapakshm resumes — the individual gods and so 
on did like the individual animals originate and pass away 
in an unbroken succession so that there would be no break 
of the course of practical existence including denominations 
things denominated and agents denominating , the con 
nexion (between word and thing) would be eternal, and the 
objection as -to a -contradiction with reference to the word 
(raised in Stitra 27) would thereby be refuted But if, 
as .Shiti and Smnti declare the whole threefold 
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world periodically divests itself of name and form, and is 
entirely dissolved (at the end of a kalpa) and is after that 
produced anew how can the contradiction be considered to 
have been lemoved? 

To this we reply * On account of the sameness of name 
and form — Even then the beginmnglessness of the world 
will have to be admitted (a point which the teacher will 
prove latei on II i, 36) And m the beginningless saw 
sara we have to look on the (relative) beginning and the 
dissolution connected with a new kalpa in the same light 
in which we look on the sleeping and waking states which 
although in them according to Scripture (a kind of) dis 
solution and origination take place do not give rise to 
any contradiction since in the later waking state (subse 
quent to the state of sleep) the practical existence is earned 
on just as m the former one That in the sleeping and the 
waking states dissolution and origination take place is stated 
Kaush Up III, 3 When a man being asleep sees no 
dream whatever he becomes one with that pr£#a alone 
Then speech goes to him with all names the eye with all 
forms, the ear with all sounds, the mind with all thoughts 
And when he awakes then, as from a burning fire sparks 
proceed in all directions thus from that Self the prd«as 
proceed each towards its place , from the prAwas the gods, 
from the gods the worlds 

Well die pfirvapakshin resumes it may be that no 
contradiction arises in the case of sleep as during the sleep 
of one person the practical existence of other persons suffers 
no interruption and as the sleeping person himself when 
waking from sleep may resume the very same form of 
practical existence which was his previously to his sleep 
The case of a mahapralaya (tea general annihilation of 
the world) is however a different one, as then the entire 
current of practical existence is interrupted and the form of 
existence of a previous kalpa can be resumed in a subsequent 
kalpa no more than an individual can resume that form of 
existence which it enjoyed in a former birth 

This objection, we reply, is not valid F01 although a 
matlpralaya does cut short the entire current of practical 
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existence yet, by the favour of the highest Lord, the Lords 
(irvara) such as Hira#yagarbha and so on may continue the 
same form of existence which belonged to them in the 
preceding kalpa Although ordinary animated beings do 
not as we see, resume that form of existence which belonged 
to them m a former birth , still we cannot judge of the 
Lords as we do of ordinary beings For as m the series 
of beings which descends from man to blades of grass a 
successive diminution of knowledge, power and so on, is 
observed — although they all have the common attribute of 
being animated — so in the ascending series extending from 
man up to Htia»yagaibha a gradually increasing marnfes 
tation of knowledge power, &c takes place, a circumstance 
which Sruti and Smrcti mention in many places, and which 
it is impossible to deny On that account it may very well 
be the case that the Lords, such as Hira«yagarbha and so 
on, who in a past kalpa were distinguished by superior 
knowledge and power of action, and who again appear in 
the present kalpa, do, if favoured by the highest Lord 
continue (m the present kalpa) the same kind of existence 
which they enjoyed in the preceding kalpa just as a man- 
who rises from sleep continues the same form of existence 
which he enjoyed pieviously to his sleep Thus Scripture 
also declares, *He who first creates Brahman (Hirawya 
garbha) and delivers the Vedas to him to that God who is 
the light of his own thoughts, I seeking for release go for 
refuge (Svet Up VI, 18) .Saunaka and others more 
over declare (in the Anukrama»ts of the Veda) that the ten 
books (of the Rig veda) were seen by Madhu&Wandas and 
other mhis 1 And, similarly, Smrzti tells us for every Veda 
of men of exalted mental vision (nshis) who saw ’ the sub 
divisions of their respective Vedas such as k&nifas and so 
on Scripture also declares that the performance of the 
sacrificial action by means of the mantra is to be preceded by 
the Jcnowledge of the nshi and so on He who makes another 
person sacrifice or read by means of a mantra of which he 


1 Which circumstance proves that exalted knowledge appertain, 
not only to H bat to many beings. 
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does not know the mhi the metre the divinity, and the 
Br&hma»a, runtf against a post falls into a pit 1 &c &c 
therefore one must know all those matters for each mantra 
(Arsheya BrAhmana first section) — Moreover, religious doty 
is enjoined and its opposite is forbidden, in order that the 
animate beings may obtain pleasuie and escape pain. 
Desire and aversion have for their objects pleasure and 
pain known either from experience or from Scripture and 
do not aim at anything of a different nature As theiefore 
each new creation is (nothing but) the result of the religious 
merit and demerit (of the animated beings of the preceding 
creation) it is produced with a nature resembling that of 
the preceding creation. Thus Snw'rti also declares To 
whatever actions certatn of these (animated beings) had 
turned in a former creation to the same they turn when 
created again and again Whether those actions were 
harmful or haimless gentle or cruel right 01 wrong, true 
or untrue influenced by them they proceed, hence a cer 
tain person delights in actions of a certain kind —More 
over this world when being dissolved (m a mahdpralaya) is 
dissolved to that extent only that the potentiality (rakti) 
of the world remains and (when it is produced again) it 
is produced from the root of that potentiality, otherwise 
we should have to admit an effect without a cause. Nor 
have we the right to assume potentialities of different kmd 
(for the different periods of the world) Hence, although 
the senes of worlds from the earth upwards, and the senes 
of different classes of animate beings such as gods, a nimals, 
and men and the different conditions based on caste, 
Asrama, religious duty and fruit (of works), although all 
these we say are again and again interrupted and thereupon 
produced anew , we yet have to understand that they are in 
the begiamngless saiwsAra, subject to a certain determinate- 
ness analogous to the determmateness governing the con 
nexioo between the senses and their objects For it is 
impossible to imagine that the relation of senses and sense 
objects should be a different one in different creations so 


* Fb. B araka, the fpmrritfnfcinpq g^y 
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that, for instance, in some new creation a sixth sense and a 
corresponding sixth sense object should manifest them 
selves As therefore, the phenomenal world is the same in 
all kalpas and as the Lords are able to continue their 
previous forms of existence there manifest themselves in 
each new creation individuals bearing the same names and 
forms as the individuals of the preceding creations and, 
owing to this equality of names and forms the admitted 
periodical renovations of the world m the form of general 
pralayas and general creations do not conflict with the 
authontativeness of the word of the Veda The permanent 
identity of names and forms is declared m .Sruti as well as 
Smr/ti , compare, for instance Rtk Sa#rh X, 190 3 As 
formerly the creator ordered sun and moon, and the sky 
and the air and the heavenly world , which passage means 
that the highest Lord arranged at the beginning of the 
present kalpa the entire world with sun and moon, and so 
on, just as it had been arranged m the preceding kalpa. 
Compare also Taitt Br&hm III, i, 4, 1, Agni desired 
May I become the consumer of the food of the gods for 
that end he offered a cake on eight potsherds to Agni and 
the Krcttik&s. This passage which forms part of the 
injunction of the ishri to the Nakshatras, declares equality of 
name and form connecting the Agni who offered and the 
Agni to whom he offered 1 

Smt'rti also contains similar statements to be quoted 
here, so for instance Whatever were the names of the 
nshis and their powers to see the Vedas, the same the 
Unborn one again gives to them when they are produced 
afresh at the end of the night (the mahipralaya) As the 
various signs of the seasons return in succession in their due 
time, thus the same beings again appear in the different 
yugas. And of whatever individuality the gods of the 

1 Asmin k&lpe sarveshtm pr&nn&tn d&hap&kaprahfUakiri yo 
*yam agnir dmyate so*yam agmA pfirvasmm kalpe manushyaA 
san devatvapadapr&pakam karmfinush/Myismia kalpa eta^ ^anma 
Jabdhav&n ata A pfirvasmm kalpe sa manushyo bhAvmfat szmgHim 
twrty 9 gnir rb yyapaduyato. Sfiyawa on the quoted passage. 



2l6 


VEDANTA SUTRAS 


past ages were equal to them are the present god£ in 
name and form 

31 On account of the impossibility of (the gods 
being qualified) for the madhu-vidyd &c 6-aimim 
(maintains) the non-qualification {of the gods for 
the Brahma vidyi) 

A new objection is raised against the averment that the 
gods &c. also are entitled to the knowledge of Brahman 
The teacher (?aimini considers the gods and similar beings 
not to have any claim — Why ?• — On account of the impos 
sibility in th£ case of the so called Madhu vidyi &c It 
their claim to the knowledge of Brahman were admitted 
we should have to admit their claim to the madhu vidya (' the 
knowledge of the honey ) also, because that also is a kind 
of knowledge not different (from the knowledge of Brahman) 
But to admit this latter claim is not possible for, according 
to the passage, * The Sun is indeed the honey of the devas 
{Kh Up III I 1) men are to meditate on the sun (the 
god Aditya) under the form of honey, and how if the gods 
themselves are admitted as meditating worshippers, can 
Aditya meditate upon another Aditya? — Again the text 
after having enumerated five kinds of nectar the red one, 
&c residing in the sun and after having stated that the five 
classes of gods viz the Vasus Rudras Adityas Maruts, and 
Sadhyas live on one of these nectars each declares that he 
who thus knows this nectar becomes one of the Vasus, with 
Agm at their head he sees the nectar and rejoices, &c., and 
indicates thereby that those who know the nectars enjoyed 
by the Vasus, &c attain the greatness of the Vasus, &c 
But how should the Vasus themselves know other Vasus 
enjoying the nectar and what other Vasu greatness should 
they desire to attain ? — We have also to compare the pas- 
sages ‘Agm is one foot, Aditya is one foot, the quarters are 
one foot {Kk Up III 18, a}, * A tx is indeed the absorber 
(Kk Up IV 3 1) , 1 Aditya is Brahman, this is the doctrine 
All these passages treat of the meditation on the Self of 
certain divinities for which meditation these divinities them- 
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selves are not qualified — So it is likewise impossible that the 
nshis themselves should be qualified for meditations con 
nected with rrshis, such as expressed in passages like Bn 
Up II, 2, 4, These two are the rishis Gautama and Bharad 
viga. the right Gautama the left Bharadviga. — Another 
reason for the non qualification of the gods is stated in the 
following S&tra 

32 And (the devas, &e are not qualified) on 
account of (the words denoting the devas &c.) being 
(used) in the sense of (sphere of) light 

To that sphere of light, the pfirvapakshin resumes which 
is stationed m the sky, and during its diurnal revolutions 
illumines the world terms such as Aditya i e the names of 
devas, are applied as we know from the use of ordinary 
language and from Vedic complementary passages 1 But 
of a mere sphere of light we cannot understand how it should 
he endowed with either a hodily form consisting of the heart 
and the like or intelligence or the capability of forming 
wishes 2 For mere light we know to be like earth, entirely 
devoid of intelligence The same observation applies to 
Agni (fire) and so on. It will perhaps be said that our 
objection is not valid because the personality of the devas 
is known from the mantras arthavidas ltihdsas, purfwas, 
and from the conceptions of ordinary life 3 but we contest 
the relevancy of this remark F01 the conceptions of ordi 
nary life do not constitute an independent means of know 
ledge , we rather say that a thing is known from ordinary 
life if it is known by the (acknowledged) means of know 
ledge perception &c But none of the recognised means 
of knowledge such as perception and the like, apply to the 

1 As fbr instance So long as Aditya rises m the east and sets 
in the west (jK 5 Up III €, 4) 

a Whence it follows that the devas are not personal beings, and 
therefore not qualified for the knowledge of Brahman. 

3 Yam a for instance being ordinarily represented as a person 
with a staff in his hand Yarusa with a noose, Indra with a thunder 
bolt, Ac Ac. 
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matter under discussion Itihisas and pur&aas again being 
of human origin stand themselves in need of other means 
of knowledge on which to base The arthavida passages 
also which, as forming syntactical wholes with the mjunctory 
passages have merely the purpose of glonfyyig (what is 
enjoined in the latter), cannot be considered to constitute 
by themselves reasons for the existence of the personality 
&c. of the devas The mantras again which on the ground 
of direct enunciation, &c. are to be employed (at the dif 
ferent stages of the sacrificial action), have mereiy the 
purpose of denoting things connected with the sacrificial 
performance and do not constitute an independent means 
of authoritative knowledge for anything 1 * * 4 — For these reasons 
the devas and similar beings, are not qualified for the 
knowledge of Brahman 

33 Badar&yawa on the other hand (maintains) 
the existence (of qualification for Brahma vidyaL on 
the part of the gods) for there are (passages 
indicatory of that) 

The expression on the other hand is meant to rebut 
the pftrvapaksha. The teacher B 4 dar£yawa maintains the 
existence of the qualification on the part of the gods &c 
For although the qualification of the gods cannot be ad 
nutted with reference to the madhu vidya, and similar topics 
of knowledge m which the gods themselves are implicated 
still they may be qualified for the pure knowledge of Brah 
man, qualification in general depending on the presence of 
desire capability &c. s Nor does the impossibility of quah 
ficalion m certam cases interfere with the presence of quahfi 
cation in those other cases where it is not impossible T o the 
case of the gods the same reasoning applies as to the case of 
men , for among men also all are not qualified for everything, 
Br&hma«as for instance, not for the r%asfiya-sacnfice 8 

1 On the proper function of arthav&da and mantra according to 

the MJmawsa, cp Arthasangraha Introduction 

* See above p 197 

4 Which can be offered by ksbattnyas only 
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And with reference to the knowledge of Brahman Scrip- 
ture moreover contains express hints notifying that the 
de/as are qualified compare for instance Bn Up I 4, 10, 
‘ Whatever Deva was awakened (so as to know Brahman) 
he indeed became that and the same with nshis Kh 
Up VIII 7 2 ‘They said Well, let us search for that 
Self by which, if one has searched it out all worlds and all 
desires are obtained Thus saying Indra went forth from 
the Devas Viro£ana from the Asuras Similar statements 
are met with in Smrrti, so for instance, in the colloquy of the 
Gandharva and Ya^wavalkya 1 — Against the objection raised 
in the preceding SGtra (32) we argue as follows Words 
like aditya, and so on which denote devas although having 
reference to light and the like yet convey the idea of 
certain divine Selfs (persons) endowed with intelligence and 
pre-emment power for they are used m that sense in 
mantras and arthavada passages For the devas possess 
in consequence of their pre-eminent power the capability of 
residing within the light and so on, and to assume any foim 
they like. Thus we read in Scripture in the arthavida 
passage explaining the words ram of Medhatithi which 
form part of the Subrahmawya formula that Indra having 
assumed the shape of a ram carried off Medhitithi, the 
descendant of Ka»va (Shaufv Br I 1) And thus Sm«ti 
says that ‘ Aditya, having assumed the shape of a man came 
to Kuntt Moreover even in such substances as earth in 
telligent ruling beings must be admitted to reside for that 
appears from such scriptural passages as ‘ the earth spoke 
the waters spoke ’ &c The non intelligence of light and 
the like in so far as they are mere material elements, is 
admitted in the case of the sun (iditya) &c also, but — as 
already remaiked — from the use of the words in mantras and 


1 Srautahngenanumanab&dhaw darjayitvS smarten&pi tadbadhara 
dardlyati smSrtam iti Kim atra brahma amrita® kirn smd 
vedyam anuttamam, hntayet tatra vai gaivst gandharvo m£m 
apri/W^ata, Vuvivasus tato ra^an vedanta^wanakovida rti moksha 
dharme ^anakay%/zavalkyasaMV&d&t prahlid^gagarasaMvidfU iok 
idnumanisiddbir lty arth \k 
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arthavddas t appears that thexe are intelligent beings of 
divine nature (which animate those material elements) 

We now turn to the objection (raised above by the pfir 
vapakshm) that mantras and arthav^das as merely sub 
serving othei purposes have no power of setting forth the 
personality of the devas and lemark that not the cir 
cumstance of subordination 01 non subordination to some 
other purpose, but rather the presence or absence of a 
certain idea furnishes a reason for (our assuming) the 
existence of something This is exemplified by the case 
of a person who, having set out for some other purpose, 
(nevertheless) forms the conviction of the existence of leaves, 
grass, and the like, which he sees lying on the road — But, 
the ptirvapakshin may here object, the instance quoted by 
you is not strictly analogous In the case of the wanderer 
perception, whose objects the grass and leaves are, is active, 
and through it he forms the conception of then existence 
In the case of an arthav&da on the other hand which, as 
forming a syntactical unity with the corresponding injunctory 
passage, merely subserves the purpose of glorifying (the 
latter) it is impossible to determine any energy having a 
special object of its own For in general any minor syntac- 
tical unity which is included in a more comprehensive 
syntactical unity conveying a certain meaning does not 
possess the power of expressing a separate meaning of its 
own Thus for instance we derive from the combination 
of the three words constituting the negative sentence ‘ (Do) 
not drink wine one meaning only, i e a prohibition of 
drinking wine and do not derive an additional meaning 
viz an order to drink wine, from the combination of the last 
two words, ‘ drink wine. — To this objection we reply that 
the instance last quoted is not analogous (to the matter 
under discussion) The words of the sentence prohibiting 
the drinking of wine form only one whole, and on that 
account the separate sense which any minor syntactical unity 
included m the bigger sentence may possess cannot be 
accepted. In the case of injunction and arthavSda on the 
other hand, the words constituting the arthav&da form a 
separate group of their own which refers to some accom- 



i adhyAya 3 pada 33 


221 


phshed thing 1 and only subsequently to that when it comes 
to be considered what puipose they subserve, they enter on 
the function of glorifying the injunction Let us examine, 
as an illustrative example the injunctive passage He who 
is desirous of prosperity is to offer to Vfiyu a white animal 
All the words contained m this passage are directly con- 
nected with the injunction This is, however, not the case 
with the words constituting the corresponding arthav&da 
passage For Viytt is the swiftest deity, Vayu he ap- 
proaches with his own share , he leads him to prosperity 
The single words of this arthav&da are not grammatically 
connected with the single words of the injunction, bat forn 
a subordinate unity of their own which contains the praise 
of Vfiyu, and glorify the injunction only in so far as they 
give us to understand that the action enjoined is connected 
with a distinguished divinity If the matter conveyed by the 
subordinate (arthavdda) passage can be known by some other 
means of knowledge the arthavfida acts as a mere anuvdda 
i e a statement lefemng to something (already known ) 2 * 
When its contents are contradicted by other means of 
knowledge it acts as a so called gu^avada, i e a statement 
of a quality 8 Where again neither of the two mentioned 
conditions is found, a doubt may arise whether the artbavfida 
is to be taken as a giwavfida on account of the absence of 
other means of knowledge, or as an arthavfida referring to 
something known (i e an amiv&da) on account of the ab- 
sence of contradiction by other means of proof The latter 
alternative is, however to be embraced by reflecting people 
— The same reasoning applies to mantras also 

There is a further reason for assuming the personality of 
the gods. The Vedic injunctions, as enjoining sacrificial 
offerings to Jndra and the other gods presuppose certain 
characteristic shapes of the individual divinities because 

1 As opposed to an action to be accomplished. 

* Of this nature is for instance the arthavida, ‘Fire is a remedy 

for cold 

* Of this nature is, for instance, the passage 4 * * the sacrificial post 

is the sun * (j.e possesses the qualities of the sun humnousness, 

Ss> e a statement contradicted by perception). 




222 


VEDANTA-S0TRAS 


without such the sacnficer could not represent Indra and 
the other gods to his mind And if the divinity were not 
represented to the mind it would not be possible to make 
an offering to it So Scripture also says * Of that divinity 
for which the offering is taken he is to think when about, to 
say vausha* (Ai Br HI 8 l) Nor is it possible to con 
sider the essential form (or character) of a thing to consist 
in the word only 1 * * * for word (denoting) and thing (denoted) 
are different He therefore who admits the authonta 
tiveness of the scriptural word has no right to deny 
that the shape of Indra, and the other gods is such as we 
understand it to be from the mantras and arthav&das. — 
Moreover itihfisas and pur&oas also — because based on 
mantra and arthav&da which possess authoritative power in 
the manner described — are capable of setting forth the per 
sonality, &c of the devas Itihdsa and pur&na can besides 
be considered as based on perception also For what is 
not accessible to our perception may have been within the 
sphere of perception of people in ancient times Smnti 
also declares that Vyffsa and others conversed with the gods 
face to face A person maintaining that the people of 
ancient times were no more able to converse with the gods 
than people are at present would thereby deny the (incon- 
testable) variety of the world He might as well maintain 
that because there is at present no pnnce ruling over the 
whole earth, there were no such princes m former times 
a position by which the scriptural injunction of the rftgasCLya 
sacrifice 8 would be stultified Or he might maintain that 
in former times the spheres of duty of the different castes 
and cbramas were as generally unsettled as they are now, 
and, on that account, declare those parts of Scripture which 
define those different duties to be purposeless It is there 
fore altogether unobjectionable to assume that the men of 
ancient times, in consequence of their eminent religious 


1 And therefore to suppose that a divinity is nolhjng but a 

certain ■word forming part of a mantra. 

* The rggas&ya-sacnfice is to be offered by a prince who wishes 

to become the ruler ai the whole earth 
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merit conversed with the gods face to face. Smriti also 
declaies that from the reading of the Veda there results 
intercourse with the favourite divinity (Yoga Sutra II 44) 
And that Yoga does as Sm«ti declares, lead to the 
acquirement of extraordinary powers such as subtlety of 
body, and so on is a fact which cannot be set aside by a 
mere arbitrary denial Scripture also proclaims the great- 
ness of Yoga When as earth water light, heat and ether 
arise the fivefold quality of Yoga takes place then there is 
no longer illness old age or pain for him who has obtained 
a body produced by the fire of Yoga (Svet Lp. II 13) 
Nor have we the right to measure by our capabilities the 
capability of the rtstiis who see the mantras and br&hma«a 
passages (n e the Veda) — From all this it appears that the 
itihdsas and pura#as have an adequate basis —And the 
conceptions of ordinary life also must not be declared to 
be unfounded if it is at all possible to accept them 

The general result is that we have the right to conceive 
the gods as possessing personal existence, on the ground 
of mantras artha vidas ltihasas pur£»as, and ordinarily 
prevailing ideas And as the gods may thus be m the con- 
dition of having desires and so on they must be considered 
as qualified for the knowledge of Brahman Moreover 
the declarations which Scripture makes concerning gradual 
emancipation 1 agree with this latter supposition only 

34 Grief of him (i e of fP&nairuti) (arose) on 
account of his hearing a disrespectful speech about 
himself on account of the rushing on of that (gnef) 
(Raikva called him 5 ftdra) for it (the grief) is 
pointed at (by Raikva) 

(In the preceding adhikarawa) the exclusiveness of the 
claim of men to knowledge has been refuted and It has 
been declared that the gods &c. also possess such a claim. 
The present adhikara«a is entered on for the purpose of 
removing the doubt whether as the exclusiveness of the 

1 In one of whose stages the being desirous of final emancipation 
becomes a deva. 
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c laim of twice bora men is capable of refutation* the 
Sudras also possess such a claim 

The p&rvapakshin maintains that the dras also have 
such a claim because they may be m the position of 
desiring that knowledge and because they are capable of 
it and because there is no scriptural prohibition (ex 
eluding them from knowledge) analogous to the text 
Therefore 1 the .Sddra is unfit for sacrificing’ (Taitt Samh 
VII l i 6) The reason moreover which disqualifies the 
.Sfidras for sacrificial works viz their being without the 
sacred fires does not invalidate their qualification for know 
ledge as knowledge can be apprehended by those also who 
are without the fires. There is besides an inferential mark 
supporting the claim of the .Sfidras for in the so called 
sa*«varga knowledge he (Raikva) refers to £&narratl 
Pautr£Lya#a who wishes to learn from him by the name 
of 5 fldra Fie necklace and carnage be thme O <SCtdra 
together with the cows (KA. Up IV 2, 3) Sm«ti 
moreover speaks of Vidftra and others who were born from 
5 uara mothers as possessing eminent knowledge — Hence 
the Shdra has a claim to the knowledge of Brahman 

To this we reply that the .SCtdras have no such claim 
on account of their not studying the Veda A person 
who has studied the Veda and understood its sense is 
indeed qualified For Vedic matters * but a Sfidra does not 
study the Veda for such study demands as its antecedent 
the upanayana ceremony and that ceremony belongs to 
the three (higher) castes only The mere circumstance 
of being m a condition of desire does not furnish a 
reason for qualification if capability is absent. Mere 
temporal capability again does not constitute a reason 
for qualification spiritual capability being required m 
spiritual matters And spiritual capability is (in the case 
of the .S&dras) excluded by their being excluded from 
the study of the Veda — The Vedic statement moreover, 
that the iShdra is unfit for sacrifices intimates, because 

1 The commentaries explain therefore by ‘ op account of his 
being devoid of the three sacred fires. This explanation does not, 
however agree with the coolest of the Taitt. Sa/sb 
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founded on reasoning, that he is unfit for knowledge also, 
for the argumentation is the same in both cases 1 -— With 
reference to the pfirvapakshm s opinion that the fact of the 
word .Sfidra being enounced m the sawnvarga knowledge 
constitutes an inferential mark (of the A&dras qualifies 
lion for knowledge) we remark that that inferential mark 
has no force on account of the absence of arguments For 
the statement of an inferential mark possesses the power 
of intimation only u> consequence of arguments being 
adduced , but no such arguments are brought forward ui 
the passage quoted® Besides the word Sfidra’ which 
occurs in the saawatga vtdyfi would establish a claim on the 
part of the iTfldras to that one vidyA only not to all vidyfis 
In reality however, it is powerless because occurring m an 
arthav&da to establish the Sttdras claim to anything — The 
word * S&dra can moreover be made to agree with the con- 
text in which it occurs m the following manner When 
C&narrutt Pautr&yawa heard himself spoken of with dis- 
respect by the flamingo (‘ How can you speak of him, being 
what he is, as if he were like Raikva with the car? IV, I, 3), 
grief (su£) arose in his mind, and to that gnef the rzshi Raikva 
alludes with the word .Siidra m order to show thereby his 
knowledge of what is remote This explanation must be ac- 
cepted because a (real) born Sudra is not qualified (for the 
sa?«varga vidyA) If it be asked how the grief (ru£) which 
had arisen m Cdnarruti s mind can be referred to by means 
of the word ,Sfidra we reply On account of the rushing 
on (ctdravajia) of the gnef For we may etymologise the 
word S&dra by dividing it into its parts either as 1 he rushed 
into grief’ (JSuj&am abhidudiiva) or as ’gnef rushed on 

1 The £ftdra not having acquired a knowledge of Vedic matters 
in the legitimate way 1 e through the study of the Veda coder the 
guidance of a guru, is unfit for sacrifices as well as for vidyd. 

* The linga contained m the word <$ftdra has no proving 
power as it occurs m an arlhavMa passage which has no authority 
tf not connected with a corresponding injunctive passage. In our 
case the linga in the artbavada-passage » even directly contradicted 
by those injunctions which militate against the 5 fidras’ qualification 
for Vedic matters 

C3+] Q 
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him or as he m his grief rushed to Raikva , while on 
the other hand it is impossible to accept the word in its 
ordinary conventional sense. The circumstance (of the 
king actually being grieved) is moreover expressly touched 
upon in the legend 1 

35 And because the ksbattnyahood (of G&namiti) 
is understood from the inferential mark (supplied by 
his being mentioned) later on with Aaitraratha (who 
was a kshattnya himself) 

Cr&najTUti cannot have been a .Sudra by birth for that 
reason also that his being a kshattnya is understood from 
an inferential sign viz his being mentioned together (in one 
chapter) with the kshattnya iTaitraratha Abhipratirm For, 
later on i e. m the passage complementary to the sawzvarga 
vidyi, a kshattnya Afaitrarathi Abhipratirm is glorified 
‘ Once while Saunaka Kipeya and Abhipratinn Kaks h ascni 
were being waited on at their meal a religious student begged 
of them {Kk Up. IV 3 5). That this Abhipratinn was a 
ATaitrarathi (u e a descendant of ATitraratha) we have to 
infer from his connexion with a Kipeya For we know 
(from 5 ruti) about the connexion of K itraratha himself with 
the Kipeyas (‘ the Kipeyas made JT itraratha perform that 
sacrifice , Tindfya Br XX 12, 5) and as a rule sacrifices 
of one and the same family employ officiating priests of 
one and the same family Moreover, as we understand 
from Scripture (‘ from him a /sTaitrarathi descended who was 
a prince 2 ) that he (ATaitraratha) was a prince, we must 


1 Ha*sav 4 ky£d itmano * n&daram rrutvi jug nt- 

paane^ etad eva katbaw gamyate } enisau rCdnuabdena sfrfyate 
tatriha spruya te JSetu Ananda Gin 
* I translate this passage as I find it in all MSS of Sankara 
aa&sn&ed by me (noting, however that some MSS read iamarathi 
nitnaikaA) Ananda Gjd expressly explains tasmid by hliantbid 
ity arthaA The text of the TiWya Br rung tasmW &utraratMn£m 
ekafi kshalrapatnr giyate and die commentary explains tasmAt 
kfimstd ad7i.p1 roadhye rka ev* rigi 
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understand him to have been a kshattnya The fact now 
of G&narruti being praised m the same vidyA with the 
kshattnya Abhipratann intimates that the former also was 
a kshattnya For as a rule equals are mentioned together 
with equals That C&nasruti was a kshattnya we more- 
over conclude from his sending his door-keeper and from 
other similar signs of power (mentioned in the text) — 
Hence the .Sfidras are not qualified (for the knowledge of 
Brahman) 

36 On account of the reference to ceremonial 
purifications (in the case of the higher castes) and 
on account of their absence being declared (in, the 
case of the 6ildras) 

That the Sudras are not qualified follows from that 
circumstance also that in different places of the vidy&s such 
ceremonies as the upanayana and the like are referred to 
Compare for instance .Sat Br XI 5, 3 13 * He initiated 
him as a pupil , Kit Up VII, 1, 1 Teach me, Sir f thus 
he approached him , Pra Up I 1 * Devoted to Brahman 
firm m Brahman seeking for the highest Brahman they 
carrying fuel in their hand' approached the venerable 
Pippaldda thinking that he would teach them all that — 
Thus the following passage also He without having made 
them undergo the upanayana (said) to them (Kh Up V, 
11 7), shows that the upanayana is a well-established cere- 
mony 1 — With reference to the 5 Mras, on the other hand 
the absence of ceremonies is frequently mentioned so, 
for instance Manu X 4 where they are spoken of as once 
bom. only (‘ the .Sudra is the fourth caste, once born ), and 
Manu X 126 ‘In the Sfkira there Is not any sin, and 
he is not fit far any ceremony ’ 

patir bal&dbpahr hhavati — Grammar ikies not authonse the form 
iahraratha used m the Sfitra 

1 The king Arvapati receives some Br&hmanas as his pupils 
without insisting on the upanayana. This express statement of the 
upanayana having been omitted in a certain case shows it to be the 
general me. 

Q 2 
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37 And on account of (Gautama) proceeding (to 
initiate 64 bala) on the ascertainment of (his) not 
being that (1 e a -Sudra) 

The .Sudras are not qualified for that reason also that 
Gautama having ascertained Cibala not to be a .Sfldra 
from his speaking the truth proceeded to initiate and 
instruct him None who is not a Br&hma#a would thus 
speak out Go and fetch fuel fnend I shall initiate you 
You have not swerved from the truth (Kh Up IV 4, 5) , 
which scriptural passage furnishes an inferential sign (of 
the »Sudras not being capable of initiation) 

38 And on account of the prohibition, m Smrzti 
of (the xSftdras’) hearing and studying (the Veda) and 
(knowing and performing) (Vedic) matters 

The Sfidras are not qualified for that reason also that 
Smrrti prohibits their hearing the Veda their studying the 
Veda, and their understanding and performing Vedic matters 
The prohibition of hearing the Veda is conveyed by the 
following passages The ears of him who hears the Veda 
are to be filled with (molten) lead and lac and For a 
•Sfidra is (like) a cemetery theiefore (the Veda) is not to be 
read in the vicinity of a Sfidra From this latter passage 
the prohibition of studying the Veda results at once, for 
how should he study Scripture in whose vicinity it is not 
even to be read ? Theie is moreover, an express prohibition 
(of the Sfidras studying the Veda) ‘ His tongue is to be 
slit if he pronounces it his body is* to be cut through if he 
preserves it’ Tne prohibitions of heating andi studying 
the Veda already imply the prohibition of the knowledge 
and performance of Vedic matters , there are however, 
express prohibitions also, such as ‘he is not to impart 
knowledge to the Sildra and to the twice born belong 
study, sacrifice, and the bestowal of gifts ’ — From those 
tSQdras, however, who, like Vidiura and * the religious hunter 
acqmre knowledge m consequence of the after effects of 
former deeds, the fruit of their knowledge cannot: be with- 
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held, smce knowledge in all cases brings about it* fruit 
Smrrti, moreover declares that all the four castes are 
qualified for acquiring the knowledge of the itihSsas and 
pura#as compare the passage, ‘He is to teach the four 
castes (Mah&bh ) — It remains, however a settled point that 
they do not possess any such qualification with regard to the 
Veda. 

39 (The prfi#a is Brahman) on account of the 
trembling (predicated of the whole world) 

The discussion of qualification for Brahma knowledge — * 
on which we entered as an opportunity offered-— being 
finished we return to our chief topic, 1 e. the enquiry into 
the purport of the Vedanta texts — We read (Ka Up II, 
6 , 3) Whatever there is the whole' world when gone forth 
trembles m the pr&na It (the prdna) ts a great terror, a 
raised thunderbolt Those who know it become immortal 1 * 
— This passage declares that this whole world trembles, 
abiding m prdwa, and that there is rased something very 
terrible called a thunderbolt and that through its knowledge 
immortality is obtained But as it is not immediately dear 
what the pra«a is and what that terrible thunderbolt, a 
discussion arises. 

The pfirvapakshin maintains that in accordance with the 
ordinary meaning of the term prhwa denotes the air with 
its five modifications, that the word thunderbolt* also is to 
be taken in its ordinary sense, and that thus the whole 
passage contains a glorification of air For he says, this 
whole world trembles, abiding within air with its five forms 
—which is here called pr&»a — and the terrible thunderbolts 
also spring from air (or wind) as their cause For in the 
air, people say, when it manifests itself in the form of 
Parg-anya, lightning, thunder, ram, and thunderbolts manifest 
themselves.— 1 Through the knowledge of that air immortality 

1 As the words stand in the original they might be translated 
as fallows (and are so translated by the pfimpakshm) Whatever 
there 3 S, the whole world trembles in the prSaa, there goes forth 
(from it) a great terror, via, the raised thunderbolt 
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also can be obtained for another scriptural passage says 
Air is everything by itself, and air ts all things together 
He who knows this conquers death — -We therefore con 
dude that the same air is to be understood in the passage 
under discussion 

To this we make the following reply — Brahman only can 
be meant, on account of what precedes as well as what 
follows In the preceding as well as the subsequent part 
of the chapter Brahman only is spoken of, how then can it 
be supposed that m the intermediate part all at once the 
air should be referred to? The immediately preceding 
passage runs as follows That only is called the Bright that 
is called Brahman that alone is called the Immortal All 
worlds are contained m it and no one goes beyond it 
That the Brahman there spoken of forms the topic of our 
passage also we conclude, firstly, from proximity, and, 
secondly from the circumstance that in the clause *7116 
whole world trembles in pra#a ’ we recognise a quality of 
Brahman, viz its constituting the abode of the whole world 
That the word prdna can denote the highest Self also, 
appears from such passages as ‘ the pr&«a of pr&«a (Bn 
Up IV 4 18) Being the cause of trembling moreover, 
is a quality which properly appertains to the highest Self 
only, not to mere air Thus Scripture says No mortal 
lives by the pr£»a and the breath that goes down We 
live by another m whom these two repose {Ka Up II, 5 
5) And also in the passage subsequent to the one under 
discussion, ( hrom terror of it fire bums, from terror the 
sun bums, from terror Indra and V&yu, and Death as the 
fifth run away, ) Brahman, and not the air, must be sup- 
posed to be spoken of, since the subject of that passage is 
represented as the cause of fear on the part of the whole 
world inclusive of the air itself Thence we again conclude 
that the passage under discussion also refers to Brahman, 
firstly, on (he ground of proximity , and, secondly, because 
we recognise a quality of Brahman, yjz its being the cause 
of feu:, in the words * A great terror, a raised thunderbolt.’ 
The word 4 thunderbolt * is here used to denote a cause of 
fear in general Thus in ordinary Me also a man strictly 
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carries out a king s command because he fearfully considers 
in his mind, ‘A thunderbolt (1 e the king’s wrath, or 
threatened punishment) is hanging over my head , it might 
fall if I did not carry out his command In the same 
manner this whole world inclusive of fire air sun, and so 
on, regularly carries on its manifold functions from fear of 
Brahman , hence Brahman as inspiring fear is compared to 
a thunderbolt Similarly another scriptural passage, whose 
topic is Brahman, declares ‘From terror of it the wind 
blows from terror the sun rises from terror of it Agni and 
Indra, yea, Death runs as the fifth — That Brahman is what 
is referred to in our passage, further follows from the declara- 
tion that the fruit of its cognition is immortality For that 
immortality is the fruit of the knowledge of Brahman is 
known, for instance from the mantra, A man who knows 
him only passes over death, there is no other path to go 
(.Svet Up VI, 13) — That immortality which the phrva 
pa Vshm asserts to be sometimes represented as the fruit of 
the knowledge of the air is a merely relative one, for there 
(1. « in the chapter from which the passage is quoted) at first 
the highest Self is spoken of by means of a new topic 
being started (B n Up III 4), and thereupon the inferior 
nature of the air and so on is referred to ( Everything 
else is evil ) — That m the passage under discussion the 
highest Self is meant appears finally from the general subject- 
matter, for the question (asked by NaAiketas in I, a, I 4 i 
‘ That which thou seest as neither this nor that as neither 
effect nor cause as neither past nor future tell me that*) 
refers to the highest Self 

40 The light (is Brahman) on account of that 
(Brahman) being seen (m the scriptural passage) 

We read in. Scripture, ‘Thus does that serene being, 
arising from this body appear m its own form as soon as it 
has approached the highest light* (Kh. Up VIII, 14 , 3) 
Here the doubt arises whether the word ' light denotes the 
(physical) light, which is the object of sight and dispels dark- 
ness, pr the highest Brahman 
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The pfirvapakshin maintains that the word * light denotes 
the well-known (physical) light because that is the conven- 
tional sense of the world. For while it is to be admitted 
that in another passage discussed under I 1 24 the word 
light does owing to the general topic of the chapter divest 
itself of its ordinary meaning and denote Brahman, there 
is in our passage no similar reason for setting the ordinary 
meaning aside. Moreover, it is stated in the chapter 
treating of the n&dis of the body, that a man going to final 
release reaches the sun (* When he departs from this body 
then he departs upwards by those very rays Kh. Up VIII 
<S 5) Hence we conclude that the word ‘light* denotes, 
in our passage, the ordinary light 

To this we make the following reply — The word ‘light’ 
can denote the highest Brahman only on account of that 
being seen We see that in the whole chapter Brahman is 
earned on as the topic of discussion. For the Self, which 
is free from $m &c is introduced as the general subject- 
matter rn VIII 7, 1 (‘ the Self which is free from sm ) , it is 
thereupon set forth as that which is to be searched out and 
to be understood (VIII, 7, 1) , it is earned on by means of 
the clauses, * I shall explain that further to you (VIII 9 
3 ft) , after that freedom from body is said to belong to it 
because it is one with light ( when he is free from the body 
then neither pleasure nor pain touches him, VIII, 1) — 
and freedom from body is not possible outside Brahman— 
and it is finally qualified as the highest light, the highest 
person (VIII 12, 3} — Against the statement, made by the 
pQrvapakshin, that Scripture speaks of a man going to re- 
lease as reaching the sun, we remark, that the release there 
referred to ts not the ultimate one since it is said to be con 
nected with going and departing upwards. That the ulti- 
mate release has nothing to do with going and departing 
upwards we shah show later on 

41 The ether is (Brahman), as it is designated as 
something different, &c. (from name and form) 

Scripture says, ‘He who is cafled ether (Skfcfa) » the 
reveakr of all forms and iwnn That Within which these 
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forms and names are contained is the Brahman, the Immor- 
tal, the Self' (Kh Up VIII 14, 1) 

There arising a doubt whether that which here is called 
ether is the highest Brahman or the ordinary elemental 
ether the phrvapakshm declares that the latter alternative 
is to be embraced, firstly, because it is founded on the con- 
ventional meaning of theword ether, and, secondly because 
the circumstance of revealing names and forms can very well 
be reconciled with the elemental ether, as that which affords 
room (for all things j Moreover, the passage contains no 
dear indicatory mark of Brahman such as creative power 
and the like 

To this we reply that the word * ether can here denote 
the highest Brahman only because it is designated as a 
different thing &c For the clause, That" within which 
these two are contained is Brahman, designates the ether 
as something different from names and forms. But, 
excepting Brahman, there is nothing whatever different 
from name and form since the entire world of effects is 
evolved exclusively by names and forms Moreover, the 
complete revealing of names and forms cannot be accom 
plished by anything else but Brahman according to the 
text which dedares Brahmans creative agency Let me 
enter (into those beings) with this living Self (^iva Atman) 
and evolve names and forms (Kh Up VI 3, a) But — it 
may be said — from this very passage it is apparent that the 
living Self also (1 e the individual soul) possesses revealing 
power with regard to names and forms. — True we reply 
but what the passage really wishes to intimate is the non 
difference (of the individual soul from the highest Self) 
And the very statement concerning the revealing of names 
and forms implies the statement of signs indicatory of 
Brahman, viz. creative power and the like. — Moreover 
the terms the Brahman the Immortal the Self (VIII, 14) 
indicate that Brahman is spoken of 

42 And (on account of die designation) (of the 
highest Self) as different (from the individual soul) 
in the- states of deep sleep and departing 
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In the sixth prapA/fiaka of the Br*hadara«yaka there 
is given, in reply to the question Who is that Self? a 
lengthy exposition of the nature of the Self, He who is 
within the heart among the prSnas the person of light 
consisting of knowledge (Bn. Up IV 3 l) Here the 
doubt arises, whether the passage merely aims at making 
an additional statement about the nature of the transmi- 
grating soul (known already from other sources) or at 
establishing the nature of the non transmigrating Self 
The pfirvapakshin maintains that the passage is concerned 
with the nature of the transmigrating soul, on account of 
the introductory and concluding statements For the intro 
ductory statement He among the prdtfas who consists of 
knowledge ’ contains marks indicatory of the embodied 
soul and so likewise the concluding passage 1 And that 
great unborn Self is he who consists of cognition ’ &c 
(IV, 4 *2) We must therefore adhere to the same subject- 
matter in the intermediate passages also and look on them 
as setting forth the same embodied Self represented in 
its different states, viz the waking state and so on 
In reply to this we maintain that the passage aims only 
at giving information about the highest Lord not at making 
additional statements about the embodied soul — Why ? — 
On account of the highest Lord being designated as different 
from the embodied soul in the states of deep sleep and of 
departing from the body H is difference from the embodied 
soul in the state of deep sleep is declared in the following 
Passage, ' This person embraced by the intelligent (pr^^ffa) 
Self knows nothing that is without nothing that is within 
Here the term, the person, must mean the embodied soul , 
for of him it is possible to deny that he knows, because he, 
as being the knower may know what is within and without 
The * intelligent Self, on the other hand, is the highest Lord, 
because he is never dissociated from intelligence, 1 e — in his 
case — all-embracing knowledge — Similarly, the passage 
treating of departure, l e, death (‘ this bodily Seif mounted 
by the intelligent Seif moves tdoog groaning *) refers to the 
Highest Lord as different frdm the individual Self There 
aiso we have to J by the em bo d ied ope theiodt- 
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vidual soul which is the Lord of the body while the Intel- 
ligent one is again the Lord We thus understand that 
on account of his being designated as something different 
m the states of deep sleep and departure the highest Lord 
forms the subject of the passage — With reference to the 
pQrvapakshin s assertion that the entire chapter refers to 
the embodied Self because indicatory marks of the latter 
aie found in its beginning middle and end, we remark 
that in the first place the introductory passage {* He 
among the prd«as who consists of cognition ) does not 
atm at setting forth the character of the transmigrating 
Self, but rather while merely referring to the nature of 
the transmigrating Self as something already known, aims 
at declaring its identity with the highest Brahman, for 
it is manifest that the immediately subsequent passage, 
as if thinking as if moving 1 aims at discarding the 
attributes of the transmigrating Self The concluding pas- 
sage again is analogous to the initial one for the words 
1 And that great unborn Self is he who &c , mean 
We have shown that that same cognitional Self which is 
observed among the pr4#as is the great unborn Self 1 e 
the highest Lord — He again, who imagines that the pas- 
sages intervening (between the two quoted) aim at setting 
forth the nature of the transmigrating Self by represent 
ing it m the waking state, and so on, is like a man who 
setting out towards the east wants to set out at the same 
time towards the west For in representing the states of 
waking and so on the passage does not atm at descnhing 
the soul as subject to different states or transmigration, but 
rather as free from all particular conditions and trans 
migration. This is evident from the circumstance that 
on kanaka’s question, which is repeated in every section, 
'Speak on for the sake of emancipation, Y4/»avalkya 
replies each time By all that he is not affected, for that 
person is not attached to anything (B ru Up IV, 3 14-16) 
Anti later on he says (IV 3, 2a), ‘ He is not followed by 


1 The stress lies hem on the as if, which intimate that die Self 
does not really think or move 


236 


vedanta-sOtras 


good not followed by evil for he has then overcome all the 
sorrows of the heart We have, therefore, to conclude that 
the chapter exclusively aims at setting forth the nature of 
the non transmigrating Self 

43 And on account of such words as Lord, &c 

That the chapter aims at setting forth the nature of the 
non transmigrating Seif, we have to conclude from that 
circumstance also that there occur in it terms such as Lord 
and so on, intimating the nature of the non transmigrating 
Self and others excluding the nature of the transmigrating 
Self To the first class belongs for instance ‘ He is the lord 
of all the king of all things, the protector of all things.' 
To the latter class belongs the passage * He does not be 
come greater by good works, nor smaller by evil works — 
From all which we conclude that the chapter refers to the 
non-transmigrating highest Lord 
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Reverence to the highest Self! 

i If it be said that some (mention) that which is 
based on inference (i e the pradhana) , we deny this, 
because (the term alluded to) refers to what is con 
tamed in the simile of the body (1 e the body itself) 
and (that the text) shows 

In the preceding part of this woik — as whose topic there 
has been set forth an enquiry mto Brahman — we have at 
first defined Brahman {I, i a) we have thereupon refuted 
the objection that that definition applies to the pradhina 
also, by showing that there is no scriptural authority for the 
latter (I, I 5) and we have shown in detail that the common 
purport of all Vedanta texts is to set forth the doctrine that 
Brahman, and not the pradhaiza, is the cause of the world 
Here, however the S£nkhya again raises an objection which 
he considers not to have been finally disposed of 

It has not he says been satisfactorily proved that there 
is no scriptural authority for the pradh&ra for some r&kbds 
contain expressions which seem to convey the idea of the 
pradheLna From this it follows that Kapila and other 
supreme nshis maintain the doctrine of the pradhdna 
being the general cause only because it is based on the 
Veda. — As long therefore as it has not been proved that 
those passages to which the S&nkhyas refer have a different 
meaning (1 e do not allude to the pradhlna), all our previous 
argumentation as to the omniscient Brahman being the cause 
of the world must be considered as unsettled We there 
fore now begin a new chapter which aims at proving that 
those passages actually have a different meaning 

The Setakhyas maintain that that also which is based on 
inference, 1 e, the pradhcLna is perceived in the text of some 
j&kh&s We read for instance, they say, w the KAMaka 
(X, 3, xx), ' Beyond the Great there is the Undeveloped 
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beyond the Undeveloped there is the Person There we 
recognise named by the same names and enumerated in the 
same order the three entities with which we are acquainted 
from the S&nkhya smnti viz. the gieat principle the Un 
de\ eloped (the pradhina) and the soul 1 That by the Un 
developed is meant the pradhdna is to be concluded from 
the common use of Smrtti and from the etymological inter 
pretation. of which the word admits the pradh&na being 
called undeveloped because it is devoid of sound and other 
qualities It cannot therefore be asserted that there is no 
scriptural authority for the pradh&na. And this pradhdna 
Vouched for by Scripture we declare to be the cause of the 
world, on the ground of Scripture Smrrti, and ratiocination 

Your reasoning we reply is not valid The passage 
from the Kd/Aaka quoted by you intimates by no means the 
existence of that great principle and that Undeveloped 
which are known from the Sdnkhya smnti We do not 
recognise there the pradh&na of the S&nkhyas 1 e. an inde- 
pendent general cause consisting of three constituting 
elements we merely recognise the word ‘Undeveloped 
which does not denote any particular determined thing, but 
may — owing to its etymological meaning, that which is 
not developed, not manifest — denote anything subtle 
and difficult to distinguish The Sdnkhyas indeed give to 
the word a settled meaning, as they apply it to the 
pradh&na bet then that mean mg is valid for their system 
only, and has no force in the determination of the sense of 
the Veda Nor does mere equality of position prove 
equality of being unless the latter be recognised indepen 
dently None but a fool would think a cow to be a horse 
because he sees it tied m the usual place of a horse We, 
moreover conclude, on the strength of the general subject 
matter, that the passage does not refer to the pradhina the 
fictton of the S&nkhyas, on account of there being referred 

1 The Great one » the technical SSnkhya- terra for buddhi 
aryakia is a common designation of pradh&na or prakrdi and 
parasha is the technical name of the souk Compare, for 

SftfikbyaXfe * 3. 
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to that which is contained in the simile of the body* This 
means that the body which is mentioned in the simile of 
the chariot is here referred to as the Undeveloped We 
infer this from the general subject-matter of the passage and 
from the circumstance of nothing else remaining — The 
immediately preceding part of the chapter exhibits the 
simile in which the Self the body and so on are compared 
to the lord of a chariot, a chariot &c , * Know the Self to 
be the lord of the chariot the body to be the chariot the 
intellect the charioteer and the mind the reins. The senses 
they call the horses the objects of the senses their roads 
When he (the Self) is in union with the body the senses 
and the mind then wise people call him the enjoyer The 
text then goes on to say that he whose senses, &c are not 
well controlled enters into sawsira, while he who has them 
under control reaches the end of the journey, the highest 
place of VishtfU The question then arises What is the end 
of the journey the highest place of Vish»u ? Whereupon 
the text explains that the highest Self which is higher than 
the senses &c spoken of is the end of the journey the 
highest place of Vishwu ‘ Beyond the senses there are the 
objects beyond the objects there is the mind, beyond the 
mind there is the intellect the great Self is beyond the in- 
tellect. Beyond the great there is the Undeveloped beyond 
the Undeveloped there is the Person Beyond the Person 
there is nothing — this is the goal, the htghestRoad In this 

passage we recognise the senses &c which m the preceding 
simile had been compared to horses and so on and we thus 
avoid the mistake of abandoning tire matter in hand and 
taking up a new subject The senses the intellect, and the 
mind are referred to in both passages under the same names 
The objects (in the second passage) are the objects which 
are (in the former passage) designated as the roads of the 
senses , that the objects are beyond (higher than) the senses 
is known from the scriptural passage representing the senses 
as grahas, u e. graspers, and the objects as atigrahas, i e. 
superior to the grahas (Bn Up III, 3) The mind (manas) 
again Is superior to the objects, because the relation of the 
*•** and their objects is based on the mind. The intellect 
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(buddhi) is higher than the mind since the objects of enjoy 
ment are conveyed to the soul by means of the intellect 
Higher than the intellect is the great Self which was repre 
seated as the lord of the chariot in the passage * Know the 
Self to be the lord of the chariot That the same Self is 
referred to in both passages is manifest from, the repeated 
use of the word ‘ Self, that the Self is superior to intelli- 
gence is owing to the circumstance that the enjoyer is 
naturally superior to the instrument of enjoyment The 
Self is appropriately called great as it is the master — 
Or else the phrase the great Self may here denote the 
intellect of the first bom Hira#yagarbha which is the basis 
of all intellects m accordance with the following Smr/ti- 
passage it is called mind the great one reflection. Brahman , 
the stronghold intellect enunciation the Lord , highest 
knowledge, consciousness thought, remembrance 1 and like 
wise with the following scriptural passage ‘ He (Hirawya 
garbha) who first creates Brahman and delivers the Vedas 
to him (SveL Up VI 18) The intellect, which in the 
former passage had been referred to under its common name 
buddhi, is here mentioned separately, since it may be repre- 
sented as superior to our human intellects. On this latter 
-explanation of the term the great Self we must assume 
that the personal Self which m the simile had been compared 
to the charioteer is in the latter passage included in the 
highest person (mentioned last) , to which there is no objec- 
tion since in reality the personal Self and the highest Self 
are identical — Thus there remains now the body only which 
had before been compared to a chariot. We therefore con 


1 SawkalpavitcalparfipamananjwaktyS, hairaayagarbhi bnddhir 
manas tasySA vyash/imanatei somash/itayft vylptim dha mah&n 
ill Samkalpldwaktitaja tarhi s&ndeh&tmatvam tatraha matir in 
Mahatvam upap&dayan brahmetf Bhogyrgdtadharatvam Sha pfir 
lit Nlr&ty&lmakatvaro $ha buddhir lti Kfltuaktimattvam aha 
khySbr m Myamanaraktknatvam Sha Jmra iti Loke yat 
prakr&ubffi £#tnam tato*nabrekain Sba pra^wefc Tatphalam api 
tato uSrtMnlaravisbayam tty 4 ha sa»v$d kL ^itpradhinatvain 
Sha ter Ut f?^ta^xtetJjdrtU8a«dbirtajakttia iha stars iw tea 
Amoda Gin. 
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elude that the text after having enumerated the senses and 
all the other things mentioned before, in order to point 
out the highest place, points out by means of the one 
remaining word viz, avyakta, the only thing remaining out 
of those which had been mentioned before viz the body 
The entire passage aims at conveying the knowledge of the 
unity of the inward Self and Brahman, by describing the 
soul s passing through saxwsira and release under the form 
of a simile in which the body, &c. of the soul — which is 
affected by Nescience and therefore joined to a body senses 
mind intellect, objects sensations &c — are compared to a 
chariot and so on — In accordance with this the subsequent 
verse states the difficulty of knowing the highest place of 
Vish»u ( the Self is hidden m all beings and does not shine 
forth but it is seen by subtle seers through their sharp and 
subtle intellect ), and after that the next verse declares Yoga 
to be the means of attaining that cognition A wise man 
should keep down speech in the mind, he should keep down 
the mind in intelligence, intelligence he should keep down 
within the great Self, and he should keep that within the quiet 
Self — That means The wise man should restrain the 
activity of the outer organs such as speech, &c , and abide 
■within the mind only, he should further restrain the mind 
which is intent on doubtful external objects within intelli 
gence, whose characteristic mark is decision, recognising that 
indecision is evil, he should further restrain intelligence 
within the great Self, t e the individual soul or else the 
fundamental intellect , he should finally fix the great Self 
on the calm Self 1 e the highest Self, the highest goal of 
which the whole chapter treats. — If we in this manner review 
the general context we perceive that there is no room for 
the pradhana imagined by the S&nkhyas, 

2 But the subtle (body is meant by the term 
avyakta) on account of its capability (of being so 
designated) 

It has been asserted, under the preceding S&lra that the 
term the Undeveloped sign fies, on account of the general 
C343 * 
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subject matter and because the £ody only remains the 
body and not the pradh&na of the SAnkhyas — But here 
the following doubt arises How can the word ‘ unde 
veloped ’ appropriately denote the body which, as a gross 
and dearly appearing thing should rather be called vyakta, 
1 e. that which is developed or manifested ? 

To this doubt the Sfitra replies that what the term 
avyakta denotes is the subtle causal body Anything 
subtle may be spoken of as Undeveloped The gross 
body indeed cannot directly be termed undeveloped 
but the subtle parts of the elements from which the gross 
body originates may be called so and that the term de- 
noting the causal substance is applied to the effect also is 
a matter of common occurrence , compare, for instance the 
phrase ‘ mix the Soma with cows, i. e. milk (J?*g vedaS IX 
46 4) Another scriptural passage also—' now all this was 
then undeveloped (Bn Up I, 4, 7) — shows that this 1 e 
this developed world with its distinction of names and 
forms, is capable of being termed undeveloped in so far 
as in a former condition it was in a merely seminal or 
potential state, devoid of the later evolved distinctions of 
name mid form 

3 (Such a previous seminal condition of the world 
may he admitted) on account of its dependency on 
him (die Lord) , (for such an admission is) according 
to reason 

Here a new objection is raised. — If, the opponent says, 
in order to prove the possibility of the body being called 
undeveloped you admit that this world in. its antecedent 
seminal condition before either names or forms are evolved 
can be called undeveloped, you virtually concede the 
doctcuie that the pradb&na is the cause of the world For 
we Sdukhyas understand by the term pradh&na nothing 
but that antecedent condition of the world. 

Things he differently, we rejoin If we admitted some 
antecedent state of the world as the independent cause of 
the a ctu al world, we should implicitly admit the 
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pradh&na doctrine What we admit is however, only a 
previous state dependent on the highest Lord not an 
independent state A previous stage of the world such as 
the one assumed by us must necessarily be admitted since 
it is according to sense and reason For without it the 
highest Lord could not be conceived as creator as he 
could not become active if he weie destitute of the po 
tentiality of action The existence of such a causal poten 
tiahty renders it moreover possible that the released souls 
should not enter on new courses of existence as it is 
destroyed by perfect knowledge For that causal potenti 
ality is of the nature of Nescience it is rightly denoted 
by the term undeveloped ' it has the highest Lord for 
its substratum it is of the nature of an illusion, it is 
a universal sleep in which are lying the transmigrating 
souls destitute for the time of the consciousness of their 
individual character 1 This undeveloped principle is some- 
times denoted by the term aka^a» ether so, for instance 
in the passage, In that Imperishable then, O Girgi the 
ether is woven like warp and woof (Brz Up III 8 ir) 
Sometimes again, it is denoted by the term akshara the 
Imperishable so, for instance (Mu Up II 1 3) Higher 
than the high Imperishable Sometimes it is spoken of 
as M«ty£, illusion , so for instance {Sve Up IV 10) Know 
then Praknti is M&y&, and the great Lord he who is 
affected with M*Ly& For Mzty& is properly called un 
developed or non-mamfested since it cannot be defined 
either as that which is or that which is not — The statement 
of the K&^aka that the Undeveloped is beyond the Great 

1 Nanu na bt^araktir vidyaya dahyate vastutvSd atma\an nety 
fiba avidyeti KeAit tu prat'^i vam avidyasaktibhedam lMfa&U 
tan na avyaktftvyfikrAadfjabdaySs tasya bhedakabhavad ekatve^pi 
svajaktya vi&trakSryakaratv&d ity &ha avyakteti Na ia tasyft 
jftvisTayatvaw ^ivajabdavSAyasya kalpuatv^d avidyarQpatvfit taMSa- 
b dalakshy asya brahmavyatirekSd ity iha paramervarelj Mayi 
vidyayor bhed£d trvarasya m&y&tfayatvaffi ^ivanfim avidyfbrayateti 
vadantara praty&ha miyimayiti Yatba miylvuto mSyd paratantrS 
tathaiahSp ity arthaA Pratltau tasjaf Aeranapeksham Sha maMsuptir 
uL Ananda GrrL 
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one is based on the fact of the Great one originating from 
the Undeveloped, if the Great one be the intellect of 
Hira^yagarbha If, on the other hand, we understand by 
the Great one the individual soul, the statement is founded 
on the fact of the existence of the individual soul depending 
on the Undeveloped, 1 e Nescience For the continued 
existence of the individual soul as such is .altogether owing 
to the relation in which it stands to Nescience The 
quality of being beyond the Great one which in the first 
place belongs to the Undeveloped i e Nescience is attn 
buted to the body which is the product of Nescience the 
cause and the effect being considered as identical A1 
though the senses &c are no less products of Nescience, 
the term the Undeveloped * here refers to the body only, 
the senses, &c. having already been specially mentioned 
by their individual names and the body alone being left — 
Other interpreters of the two last Sfitras give a somewhat 
different explanation 1 — There are they say, two lands of 
body, the gross one and the subtle one The gross body 
is the one which is perceived , the nature of the subtle one 
will be explained later on (Ved SfL III i i) Both 
these bodies together were in the simile compared to the 
chariot but here (m the passage under discussion) only 
the subtle body is referred to as the Undeveloped, since 
the subtle body only is capable of being denoted by that 
term And as the souls passing through bondage and 
release depends on the subtle body, the latter is said to be 
beyond the soul, like the things (arthavat), l e just as the 
objects are said to be beyond the senses because the activity 
of the latter depends on the objects. — But how — we ask those 
interpreters — is it possible that the word Undeveloped 
should refer to the subtle body only, while, according to 
your opinion, both bodies had in the simile been represented 
as a chariot, and so equally constitute part of the topic of 
the chapter and equally remain (to be mentioned in the 


A * Sfttradvayasya vr?ttikri3vySkhySnam uttMpayatu Go. An 
Aifijyadesitya’naia"' atthfigayati. An. Gi 
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passage under discussion)? — If you should rejoin that you 
are authorised to settle the meaning of what the text 
actually mentions but not to find fault with what is not 
mentioned and that the word avyakta which occurs in 
the text can denote only the subtle body, but not the 
gross body which is vyakta, u e. developed or manifest we 
invalidate this rejoinder by remarking that the deteimm 
ation of the sense depends on the circumstance of the 
passages interpreted constituting a syntactical whole. For 
if the earlier and the later passage do not form a whole 
they convey no sense, since that involves the abandonment 
of the subject started and the taking up of a new subject 
But syntactical unity cannot be established unless it be 
on the ground of there being a want of a complementary 
part of speech or sentence If you therefore construe the 
connexion of the passages without having tegard to the 
tact that the latter passage demands as its complement 
that both bodies (which had been spoken of in the former 
passage) should be understood as referred to you destroy 
all syntactical unity and so incapacitate yourselves from 
arriving at the true meaning of the text Nor must you 
think that the second passage occupies itself with the subtle 
body only for that reason that the latter is not easily 
distinguished from the Self while the gioss body is easily 
so distinguished on account of its readily perceived loath- 
someness. For the passage does not by any means refer 
to such a distinction— as we conclude from the circumstance 
of there being no verb enjoining it — but has for its only- 
subject the highest place of Vish«u which had been men 
tioned immediately before. For after having enumerated a 
senes of things in which the subsequent one is always 
superior to the one preceding it, it concludes by saying 
that nothing is beyond the Person — We might however, 
accept the interpretation just discussed without damaging 
our general argumentation , for whichever explanation we 
receive, so much remains dear that the K£/Aaka passage 
does not refer to the pradb&na 


4. And the p 
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there is no statement as to (the avyakta) being 
something to be cognised 

The S&nkhyas moreover, represent the pradh&na as some- 
thing to be cognised m so far as they say that from the 
knowledge of the difference of the constitutive elements 
of the pradhfina and of the soul there lesults the desired 
isolation of the soul For without a knowledge of the 
nature of those constitutive elements it is impossible to 
cognise the difference of the soul from them And some 
wbeie they teach that the pradh&na is to be cognised by 
him who wishes to attain special powers — Now m the 
passage under discussion the avyakta is not mentioned 
as an object of knowledge we theie meet with the mere 
word avyakta and there is no sentence intimating that the 
avyakta is to be known or meditated upon And it is 
impossible to maintain that a knowledge of things which 
(knowledge) is not taught in the text is of any advantage 
to man — For this reason also we maintain that the word 
avyakta cannot denote the pradh&na — Our interpretation, 
on the other hand is unobjectionable, since according to it 
the passage mentions the body (not as an object of know- 
ledge but merely) for the purpose of throwing light on 
the highest place of Vishrcu in continuation of the simile in 
which the body had been compared to a chariot 

5 And if you maintain that the text does speak 
(of the pradh&na as an object of knowledge) we deny 
that for the intelligent (highest) Self is meant 
on account of the general subject matter 

Here the S&nkhya raises a new objection, and maintains 
that the averment made in the last 5utra is not proved, since 
the text later on speaks of the ptadhSma— which had been 
referred to as the Undeveloped— as an object of knowledge 
He who has perceived that which is without sound without 
touch, without form without decay without taste eternal, 
without smell Without beginning without end, beyond the 
great and u n chang cable, is freed from the jaws of d^ .th 
(Ka Up II 3 15). For bore the text speaks of the pradhdna. 
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which is beyond the great, describing it as possessing the 
same qualities which the Sdnkhya stnrrti ascribes to it and 
designating it as the object of perception Hence we con 
elude that the pradhdna is denoted by the term avyahta. 

To this we reply that the passage last quoted does repre- 
sent as the object of perception not the pradhdna but the 
intelligent, 1 e the highest Self We conclude this from 
the general subject matter For that the highest Self 
continues to form the subject matter is clear from the fol- 
lowing reasons In the first place it is referred to in the 
passage, * Beyond the person there is nothing, this is the goal 
the highest Road it has further to be supplied as the 
object of knowledge in the passage The Self is hidden 
in all beings and does not shme forth, because it is there 
spoken of as difficult to know after that the restraint of 
passion, &c. is enjoined as conducive to its cognition, in the 
passage A wise man should keep down speech within 
the mind , and, finally release from the jaws of death is 
declared to be the fruit of its knowledge The Sdnkhyas, 
on the other hand do not suppose that a man is freed from 
the jaws of death merely by perceiving the pradhdna but 
connect that result rather with the cognition of the intelli- 
gent Self — The highest Self is, moreover spoken of in all 
Veddnta texts as possessing just those qualities which are 
mentioned m the passage quoted above, vi2 absence of 
sound, and the like Hence it follows, that the pradhana is 
m the text neither spoken of as the object of knowledge nor 
denoted by the term avyakta. 

6 And there is question and explanation relative 
to three things only (not to the pradhdna) 

To the same conclusion we are led by the consideration 
of the circumstance that the Jta^Aavalll-upamshad brings 
forward as subjects of discussion only three things viz the 
fire sacrifice, the individual soul, and the highest Self 
These three things only Yama explains, bestowing thereby 
the boons he had granted, and to them only the questions 
of NaHketas refer Nothing else is mentioned <?r enquired 
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about The question relative to the fire sacrifice is con 
taiaed in the passage (Ka. Up. 1 , 1, 13) ‘Thou knowest, O 
Death the fire sacrifice which leads us to Heaven , tell it 
to me who am full of faith The question as to the inch 
vidual sold is contained in I, 1, 30 There is that doubt 
when a man is dead some saying he is , others, he is not 
This I should like to know, taught by thee this is the third 
of my boons And the question about the highest Self is 
asked m the passage (I, %, 14), * That which thou seest as 
neither this nor that, as neither effect nor cause, as neither 
past nor future, tell me that — The corresponding answers 
are given in I I 15, Yama then told him that fire sacrifice 
the beginning of all the worlds, and what bricks are required 
for the altar, and how many m the passage met with con- 
siderably later on (11,5 < 5 , 7 ) ‘Well then O Gautama I shall 
tell thee this mystery the old Brahman and what happens 
to the Self after reaching death Some enter the womb 
in order to have a body as organic beings others go into 
inorganic matter according to their work and according to 
their knowledge , and in the passage ( 1 , 3 18), * The knowing 
Self is not born nor does it die * Sec which latter passage 
dilates at length on the highest Self But there is no ques 
tion relative to the pradhcLna and hence no opportunity 
for any remarks on it 

Here the Sankhya advances a new objection Is, he asks 
the question relative to the Self which is asked in the pas- 
sage * There is that doubt when a man is dead, &c again 
resumed m the passage, ‘That which thou seest as neither 
this nor that,’ &c- or does the latter passage raise a distinct 
new question ? If the former the two questions about the 
Self coalesce into one and there are therefore altogether 
two questions only one relative to the fire sacrifice the 
other relative to the Self In that case the SOtra has no 
ngbt to speak of questions and explanations relating to 
three subjects — If the latter you do Hot consider it a 
mistake to assume a question in excess of the number of 
boons granted, and can therefore not object to us if we 
assume an explanation about the pradhana in excess of the 
number of questions asked. 
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To this we make the following reply — We by no means 
assume a question in excess of the number of boons granted 
being prevented fiom doing so by the influence of the 
opening part of that syntactical whole which constitutes the 
Ka/Aavalll upamshad The Upamshad starts with the topic 
of the boons granted by Yama and all the following part 0 f 
the Upamshad — which is thrown into the foim of a colloquy 
of Yama and Nafoketas — carries on that topic up to the very 
end Yama grants to Na&iketas who had been sent by his 
father, three boons For his first boon Na&kctas chooses 
kindness on the pait of his father towards him for his second 
boon the knowledge of the fire sacrifice for his third boon 
the knowledge of the Self That the knowledge of the Self 
is the third boon appears from the indication contained in the 
passage (I, i 20) ‘ There is that doubt — , this is the third 
of my boons — If wetherefoie supposed that the passage, 
‘ That which thou s.eest as neither this nor that &c raises 
a new question we should thereby assume a question in 
excess of the numbei of boons gi anted and thus destroy the 
connexion of the entire Upamshad — But — the S*tnkhya will 
perhaps interpose — it must needs be admitted that the pas 
sage last quoted does raise a new question, because the subject 
enquired about is a new one For the former question refers 
to the individual soul as we conclude from the doubt ex 
pressed in the words There is that doubt when a man is 
dead — some saying he is others, he is not Now this 
individual soul as having definite attributes &c cannot 
constitute the object of a question expressed in such terms 
as, 'This which thou seest as neither this nor that, &c. 
the highest Self on the other hand, may be enquired about 
in such terms since it is above all attributes. The appearance 
of the two questions is, moreover seen to differ, for the 
former question refers to existence and non existence while 
the latter is concerned with an entity raised above all definite 
attributes, &c Hence we conclude that the latter question, 
m Ttfhich the former one cannot be recognised is a separate 
question and does not merely resume the subject of the 
former one. — All this argumentation is not valid we reply 
since we maintain the unity of the highest Self and the 
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individual Self. If the individual Self were different from 
the highest Self, we should have to declare that the two 
questions are separate independent questions but the 
two are not really different as we know from other scrip 
tural passages such as Thou art that And m the Uparn 
shad under discussion also the answer to the question, That 
which thou seest as neither this nor that ’ viz the passage 
* The knowing Self is not bora, it dies not — which answer 
is given in the form of a denial of the birth and death of the 
Self — clearly shows that the embodied Self and the highest 
Self are non-different For there is room for a denial of 
something only when that something is possible and the 
possibility of birth and death exists in the embodied Self 
only, since it is conrected with the body but not m the 
highest Self — There is moreover, another passage conveying 
the same meaning viz II 4, 4, 1 The wise when he knows 
that that by which he perceives all objects in sleep or in 
wakmg is the great omnipresent Self grieves no more This 
passage makes the cessation of all grief dependent on the 
knowledge of the individual Self m so far as it possesses 
the qualities of greatness and omnipresence, and thereby 
declares that the individual Self is not different from the 
highest Self For that the cessation of all sorrow is con- 
sequent on the knowledge of the highest Self is a recognised 
Veddnta tenet — There is another passage also warning 
men not to look on the individual Self and the highest Self 
as different entities viz II 4 jo ' What is here the same is 
there and what is there the same is here He who sees 
any difference here goes from death to death’ — The fol- 
lowing circumstance, too is worthy of consideration. When 
Na&ketas has asked the question relating to the existence or 
non existence of the soul after death, Yama tries to induce 
him to choose another boon, tempting him with the offer of 
various objects of desire But Na/iiketas remains firm 
Thereupon Death, dwelling on the distinction of the Good 
and the Pleasant and the distinction of wisdom and ignor- 
ance, praises Na&ketaS, I believe Na£iketas to be one who 
desires knowledge, for even many pleasures did not tear 
thee away* a 4} and later on praises the question 
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asked by Na^iketas The wise who, by means of meditation 
on his Self, recognises the Ancient who is difficult to be 
seen, who has entered into the dark, who is hidden in the 
cave who dwells in the abyss, as God he indeed leaves joy 
and sorrow far behind ’ (I, a, 13) Now all this means to 
intimate that the individual Self and the highest Self are 
non-different For if Na£iketas set aside the question, by 
asking which he had earned for himself the praise of Yama, 
and after having received that praise asked a new question, 
all that praise would have been bestowed on him unduly 
Hence it follows that the question implied in I 2 14, * That 
which thou seest as neither this nor that, merely resumes 
the topic to which the question in I l so had referred — 
Nor is there any basis to the objection that the two questions 
differ in form The second question m reality, is concerned 
with the same distinction as the first The first enquires 
about the existence of the soul apart rrom the body, &c- , 
the second refers to the circumstance of that soul not being 
subject to sawts&ra For as long as Nescience remains, so 
long the soul is affected with definite attributes &c , bat 
as soon as Nescience comes to an end the soul is one 
with the highest Self as is taught by such scriptural texts 
as ‘Thou art that. But whether Nescience be active or 
inactive, no difference is made thereby in the thing itself (viz 
the soul) A man may in the dark mistake a piece of rope 
lying on the ground for a snake and run away from it, 
frightened and trembling, thereon another mini may tell 
him * Do not be afraid it is only a rope not a snake , and he 
may then dismiss the fear caused by the imagined snake, 
and stop running But all the while the presence and subse- 
quent absence of his erroneous notion as to the rope being 
a snake, make no difference whatever in the rope itself 
Exactly analogous is the case of the individual soul which 
is in reality one with the highest soul although Nescience 
makes it appear different Hence the reply contained m 
the passage, * It is not bom, it dies not,' is also to be con 
sidered as furnishing an answer to the question asked in I, 
1, 30 — The Sfttra is to be understood with reference to the 
distinction of the individual Self and the highest Self which 
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results from Nescience Although the question relating to 
the Self is in reality one only yet its former part (I i, 20) 
is seen specially to refer to the individual Self, since there a 
doubt is set forth as to the existence of the soul when, at 
the time of death it frees itself from the body and since 
the specific marks of the saws^ra state such as activity &c. 
are not denied , while the latter part of the question (I, 2 
14), where the state of being beyond all attributes is spoken 
of, clearly refers to the highest Self — For these reasons the 
Sfttra is right in assuming three topics of question and 
explanation viz the fire sacufice, the individual soul, 
and the highest Self Those on the other hand who 
assume that the pradhana constitutes a fourth subject 
discussed m the Upamshad, can point neither to a boon 
connected with it, nor to a question, nor to an answer 
Hence the pradhftna hypothesis is cleaily inferior to our 
own. 

7 And (the case of the term avyakta) is like that 
of the term mahat. 

While the S&nkhyas employ the term * the Great one to 
denote the first born entity, which is mere existence 1 (? viz 
the intellect) the term has a different meaning m Vedic use 
This we see from its being connected with the- Self &c in 
such passages as the following, ‘ The great Self is beyond 
the Intellect (Ka Up 1,3 io), ‘The great omnipresent 
Self (Ka. Up I, a 32 ) , * I know that great person (SVe 
Up III, 8) We thence conclude that the word avyakta 
also, where it occurs m the Veda cannot denote the 
pradh&na — The pradhAna is therefore a mere thing of 
inference, and not vouched for by Scripture 

8 (It cannot be maintained that means the 

1 The commentators give different explanations of the Satt& 
malm of the teat — SattamfUre sattvapradh&naprakrAer adya 
pannSme. Go An — Bhog&pavargapumsMrthasya maba£#Aabdi 
taboddhikS ryatv&t purashapekshitapfaaiakSra»a?M sad uAyate tatra 
bMvapratyayo * pi svarflpSrtho na s&aSnyav&h klrySnumeyast 
paahaa z» pralyaksbam ai mfl»r a «ah dgA Anaada Gm. 
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pradhctna) because no special characteristic is stated , 
as in the case of the cup 

Here the advocate of the pradhdna comes again forward 
and maintains that the absence of scriptural authority for 
the pradhana is not yet proved For he says we have the 
following mantra (.SVe. Up IV 5) ‘ There is one agi. 1 , red, 
white and black, producing manifold offspring of the same 
nature The*® is one aga who loves her and lies by her, 
there is another who leaves her after having enjoyed her’ — 
In this mantra the words * red * white and black denote 
the three constituent elements of the pradhana Passion is 
called red on account of its colouring i e influencing pro- 
perty Goodness is called whit®, because it is of the nature 
of Light , Darkness is called black on account of its covering 
and obscuring property The state of equipoise of the three 
constituent elements, 1 e the pradhAoa, is denoted by the at- 
tributes of its parts, and is therefore called red — white — black. 
It is further called a^A, i e unborn, because it is acknow- 
ledged to be the fundamental matter out of which everything 
springs not a mere effect — But has not the word s.g% the 
settled meaning of she goat ? — True , but the ordtnaty 
meaning of the word cannot be accepted in this place, 
because true knowledge forms the general subject-matter — 
That pradhAna produces many creatures participating in its 
three constituent elements One unborn being loves her 
and lies by her i e. some souls, deluded by ignorance, 
approach her and falsely imagining that they experience 
pleasure or pain, or are m a state of dulness, pass through 
the course of transmigratory existence Other souls again, 
which have attained to discriminative knowledge lose their 
attachment to prakriti and leave her after having enjoyed 
her, 1. e. after she has afforded to them enjoyment and release 
— On the ground of this passage, as interpreted above, the 

1 As the meaning of the word a^A is going to be discussed, and 
as the author of the SAtras and Sankara seem to disagree as to its 
meaning (see later on), I prefer to leave the word untranslated in 
this place — .Sankara reads — and explains, — m the mantra, sardp&l 
(not sar£p&n) and bhaktahhog&m- not bhuktshhogydm. 



234 


VEDANTA SUTRAS 


followers of Kapila claim the authority of Scripture for their 
pradh&na hypothesis 

To this argumentation we reply, that the quoted mantra 
by no means proves the S&nkhya doctrine to be based on 
Scripture That mantra, taken by itself is not able to give 
additional strength to any doctrine For by means of 
some supposition or other, the terms agk, &c. can be 
reconciled with any doctrine and there is no reason for 
the special assertion that the S&nkhya doctrine only is meant 
The case is analogous to that of the cup mentioned in the 
mantra. There is a cup having its mouth below and its 
bottom above (Brz Up II a 3) Just as it is impossible to 
decide on the ground of this mantra taken by itself what 
special cup is meant — it being possible to ascribe somehow 
or other the quality of the mouth being turned downward 
to any cup — , so here also there is no special quality stated 
so that it is not possible to decide from the mantra itself 
whether the pradhdna is meant by the term agi. or some 
thing else. — Bat in connexion with the mantra about the 
cup we have a supplementary passage from which we learn 
what kind of cup is -meant What is called the cup having 
its mouth below and its bottom above is this head ’ — Whence, 
however can we learn what special being is meant by the 
ag& of the Svet&rvatara upamshad? — To this question the 
next Sfltra replies 

9 But the (elements) beginning with light (are 
meant by the term , for some read so in their 
text. 

By the term a g& we have to understand the causal 
matter of the four classes of beings which matter has sprung 
from the highest Lord and begins with light, 1 e. comprises 
fire, water, and earth — The word ‘but* (in the Sfttra) gives 
emphasis to the assertion. — This ag& is to be considered as 
comprising three elementary substances, not as consisting of 
three gueas in the Sdnkhya sense. We draw this conclusion 
front the foot that one jftkhfl, after having related how fire, 
water, and earth sprang from the highest Lord assigns to 
them red colour, and so on. ‘ The red colour of burning fire 
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(agm) is the colour of the elementary fire (te^as) its white 
colour is the colour of water its black colour the colour of 
earth/ &c Now those three elements — fire, water and earth — 
we recognise in the 5 vetlrvatara passage as the words red, 
white and black are common to both passages and as these 
words primarily denote special colours and can be applied 
to the SSnkhya gu#as in a secondary sense only That 
passages whose sense is beyond doubt are to be used for the 
interpretation of doubtful passages is a generally acknow 
lodged rule As we therefore find that in the SvetiLyvalara — 
after the general topic has been started in I 1, The Brahman- 
students say Is Brahman the cause? — the text previous 
to the passage under discussion, speaks of a power of the 
highest Lord which arranges the whole world ( the Sages 
devoted to meditation and concentration have seen the 
power belonging to God himselfi hidden in its own 
qualities’), and as further that same power is referred 
to in. two subsequent complementary passages (‘Know 
then, Prakrrti is M&yA and the great Lord he who is 
affected with M&yA , ’ ‘ who being one only rules over every 
germ , ’ IV 10 11) , it cannot possibly be asserted that the 
mantra treating of the refers to some independent causal 
matter called pradh&na. We rather assert, on the ground 
of the general subject matter that the mantra describes 
the same divine power referred to in the other passages in 
which names and forms he unevolved, and which we assume 
as the antecedent condition of that state of the world 
in which names and forms are evolved And that divine 
power is represented as three-coloured, because its products, 
viz fire water, and earth, have three distinct colours — But 
how can we maintain, on the grotmd of fire, water, and earth 
having three colours, that the causal matter is appropriately 
called a three-coloured a^A? if we consider, on the one hand, 
that the extenor form of the genus (1 e. goat) does not 
inhere in fire, water, and earth , and, on the other hand, that 
Scripture teaches fire, water, and earth to have been pro 
dnced, so that the word agS. cannot be taken in the sense 
* faon-produced 1 *■ — To this question the next Sfttxa replies 


1 Here there 


to be a 


discrepancy between the 
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10 And on account of the statement of the 
assumption (of a metaphor) there is nothing con 
trary to reason (in. ag£ denoting the causal matter) 
just as in the case of honey (denoting the sun) and 
similar cases 

The word agH neither expresses that fire water, and earth 
belong to the goat species, nor is it to be explained as 
meaning * unborn , it rather expresses an assumption, 1 e 
it intimates the assumption of the source of all beings (which 
source comprises fire, water and earth), being compared to 
a sbe-goat For as accidentally some she goat might be 
partly red, partly white partly black and might have many 
young goats resembling her in colour and as some he-goat 
might love her and lie by her, while some other he-goat 
might leave her after having enjoyed her, so the universal 
causal matter which is tn coloured, because comprising fire, 
water and earth produces many inanimate and animate 
beings similar to itself and is enjoyed by the souls fettered 
by Nescience, while it is abandoned by those souls which 
have attained true knowledge — Nor must we imagine that 
the distinction of individual souls, which is implied m the 
preceding explanation involves that reality of the multi 
plicity of souls which forms one of the tenets of other philo 
sophtcal schools For the purport of the passage is to 
intimate, not the multiplicity of souls, but the distinction of 

views of the Sfitra writer and Sankara Govmd&nanda notes that 
according to die BMshyakm a gt means simply m&y& — which 
interpretation is based on prakarana — while, according to the Sfllra 
krtt, who explains a on the ground of the .A’Mndogya passage 
treating of the three primary elements a gt denotes the aggregate of 
those three elements constituting an av&ntoraprakrzti — On .San- 
kara s explanation the term agi presents no difficulties for mayd is 
agfi, 1. e unborn, not produced On the explanation of the Sfttra 
writer however, agS cannot mean unborn since the three primary 
dements are products Hence we are thrown back on the itidhi 
agntfieauon of agS according to which it means she goat But 
how can the av&ntara-prakMi be called a sbe-goat? To this 
ywetn the next Stent replies. 
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the states of bondage and release This latter distinction 
is explained with reference to the multiplicity of souls as 
ordinarily conceived, that multiplicity however depends 
altogether on limiting adjuncts and is the unreal product 
of wrong knowledge merely , as we know from scriptural 
passages such as * He is the one God hidden in all beings 
all pervading the Self in all beings &c — The words ‘like 
the honey' (in the Stitra) mean that just as the sun although 
not being honey is represented as honey (AfA Up* III, i) 
and speech as a cow ( Brt Up V 8) and the heavenly 
world &c as the fires (Bn Up VJ 2 9) ao here the 
causal matter although not being a she-goat is metaphori- 
cally represented as one There is therefore nothing con- 
trary to reason in the circumstance of the term agS. being 
used to denote the aggregate of fire, water and earth 

1 1 (The assertion that there is scriptural autho- 
rity for the pradhdna, &c can) also not (be based) 
on the mention of the number (of the SAnkhya 
categories), on account of the diversity (of the 
categories) and on account of the excess (over the 
number of those categories) 

The attempt to base the Sdnkhya doctrine on the mantra 
speaking of the a^L having failed, the Sdfikhya again comes 
forward and points to another mantra * He in whom the five 
“ five-people and the ether rest, him alone I believe to be the 
Self I who know believe him to be Brahman (Brz Up IV, 
4, 17) In this mantra we have one word which expresses 
the number five viz the five people and then another 
word, viz five which qualifies the former these two words 
together therefore convey the idea of five pentads, 1 e 
twenty-five Now as many beings as the number twenty- 
five presupposes, just so many categories the Sdrkhya 
system counts Cp SSnkhya K&riket, 3 ‘ The funda 
mental causal substance (1 e die pradhina) is not an effect 
Seven (substances), viz the Great one (Intellect), and so 
on are causal substances as 'well as effects Sixteen are 
effects The soul is neither a causal substance nor an effect 
[34J S 
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As therefore the number twenty fiye, which occurs in the 
scriptural passage quoted clearly refers to the twenty five 
categories taught in the Sinkhya smriti, it follows that the 
doctrine of the pradh&na, &c rests on a scriptural basis. 

To this reasoning we make the following £eply — It is 
impossible to base the assertion that the pradh&na, &c 
have Scripture in their favour on the reference to their 
number which you pretend to find in the text, on account 
of the diversity of the Sfinkhya categories * The Sinkhya 
categories have each their individual difference and there 
are no attributes belonging in common to each pentad on 
account of which the number twenty five could be divided 
into five times five Tor a number of Individually separate 
things can, in general, not be combined into smaller groups 
of two or three, &c unless there be a special reason for 
such combination — Here the Sfinkhya will perhaps rejoin 
that the expression five (times) five is used only to denote 
the number twenty five which has five pentads for its 
constituent parts , just as the poem says, * five years and 
seven Indra did not rain meaning only that there was no 
ram for twelve years — But this explanation also is not 
tenable In the first place, it is liable to the objection that 
it has recourse to indirect indication 1 * * * * * * In the second 
place the second five’ constitutes a compound with the 
word ‘ people, the Brfihmana accent showing that the 
two form one word only 8 To the same conclusion we 
are led by another passage also (Taitt Sawrh. I, 6 a s, 
pa£Mn£*» tvfi pawtea^anfinAm, &c ) where the two terms 
constitute one word, have one accent and one case- 


1 Indication (lakshanfi, which consists m this case in five times five 

being used instead of twenty five) is considered as an objectionable 
mode of expression, and therefore to be assumed in interpretation 

only where a term can in no way be shown to have a direct 

meaning 

8 That paS&ifanfU is only one word appears from its having 

only one accent, viz. the uditla on the last syllable, winch uc&tta 

becomes anud&tta according to the rules laid down in the BMshika 

S&tra for the accentuation of the &mpatba*bi&hmai>L 
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termination The word thus being 4 compound there 
is neither a repetition of the word ‘five* involving two 
pentads nor does the one five qualify the other, as the 
mere secondary member of a compound cannot be qualified 
by another word — But as the people are already denoted 
to be five by the compound * five people, the effect of the 
other ‘five’ qualifying the compound will be that we 
understand twenty five people to be meant , just as the 
expression 1 five five bundles (pare£a pa«£ap<Uya/i) conveys 
the idea of twenty-five bundles — The instance is not an 
analogous one we reply The word ‘ pa&feap&li' denotes 
a unity (1 e one bundle made up of five bundles) and hence 
when the question arises, How many such bundles are 
there? it can be qualified by the word five/ indicating 
that there are five such bundles Tbe word pa^&gandA 
on the other hand, conveys at once the idea of distinction 
(i e of five distinct things), so that there is no room at all 
for a further desire to know how many people there are, 
and hence no room for a further qualification And if the 
word 'five' be taken as a qualifying word it can only 
qualify the numeral five (in five people) , the objection 
against which assumption has already been stated — For 
all these reasons the expression the five five people cannot 
denote the twenty-five categories of the SAnkhyas — This 
is further not possible * on account of the excess For on 
the SdAkhya interpretation there would be an excess over 
the number twenty five, owing to the circumstance of the 
ether and the Self being mentioned separately The Self 
is spoken of as the abode in which the five five people rest 
the clause 1 Him I believe to be the Self’ being connected 
with the ‘In whom’ of the antecedent clause Now the 
Self is the intelligent soul of the Sdnkhyas which is 
already included in the twenty-five categories, and which 
therefore, on their interpretation of the passage, would 
heie be mentioned once as constituting the abode and once 
as what rests in the abode 1 If, on the other hand the 
soul were supposed not to be comprised m the twenty five 
categories, the S&ftkhya would thereby abandon his own 
doctrine of the categories being twenty five. The same 
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remarks apply to the separate mention made of the ether 
- — How, finally can the mere circumstance of a certain 
number being referred to in the sacred text justify the 
assumption that what is meant are the twenty five S&nkhya 
categories of which Scripture speaks m no other place? 
especially if we consider that the word £ana has not the 
settled meanmg of category and that the number may be 
satisfactorily accounted for on another interpretation of the 
passage. 

How, then the S&nkhya will ask, do you interpret the 
phrase the five five-people? — On the ground, we reply, 
of the rule F&*nni II I 50 according to which certain 
compounds formed with numerals are mere names. The 
word pa8£<L£an£L% thus is not meant to convey the idea of 
the number five but merely to denote certain classes of 
beings Hence the question may present itself, How many 
such classes are there? and to this question an answer 
is given by the added numeral 'five. There are certain 
classes of beings called five people, and these classes are 
five. Analogously we may speak of the seven seven 
nshis where again the compound denotes a class of beings 
merely, not their number — Who then are those five 
people? — To this question the next Sfitra replies 

12 (The are) the breath and so 

on, (as is seen) from the complementary passage. 

The mantra in which the ^d.nkAg&atk are mentioned is 
followed by another one in which breath and four other 
things are mentioned for the purpose of describing the 
nature of Brahman ‘They who know the breath of 
breath, the eye of the eye the ear of the ear, the food of 
food, the mind of mind 1 Hence we conclude on the 
ground of proximity, that the five-people are the beings 
mentioned its this latter mantra — But how the Sdnkhya 
asks can the word ‘people' be applied to the breath the 
eye the ear, and so on? — How we ask in return can it be 


1 So m the M&dhy^ndtnft recension of the Upaiushad the 

n bag not thedanse the food ef food. 
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applied to youi categories ? In both cases the common 
meaning of the word people has to be disregarded, 
but in favour of our explanation is the fact that the breath, 
the eye, and so on are mentioned in a complementary 
passage The breath, the eye &c may be denoted by the 
word ‘people because they are connected with people 
Moreover we find the word person which means as much 
as people, applied to the pr&nas in the passage These 
are the five persons of Brahman (Kh Up III 13 6) , and 
anothei passage runs Breath is father breath is mother, 
&c (Kh. Up VII 15 1) And owing to the force of 
composition, there is no objection to the compound being 
taken in its settled conventional meaning 1 — But how can 
the conventional meaning be had recourse to if theie is no 
previous use of the word m that meaning ? — That may be 
done, we reply just as in the case of udbhid and similar 
words 2 We often infer that a word of unknown meaning 
refers to some known thing because it is used m connexion 
with the lattei So for instance, in the case of the fol- 
lowing words ‘ He is to sacrifice with the udbhid , he cuts 
the yQpa he makes the vedi Analogously we conclude 
that the term pa«&Lg-an &6 which, from the grammatical 
rule quoted is known to be a name, and which there 
fore demands a thing of which it is the name denotes 
the breatlj the eye, and so on, which are connected with 
it through their being mentioned in a complementary 
passage — Some commentators explain the word pa«£a- 

1 This in answer to the S&nkhya who objects to gzna. when 
applied to the prana, Sec being interpreted with the help of 
lakshanl, while if referred to the pradhana, Sec. it may be 
explained to have a direct meaning, on the ground of yaugika 
interpretation (the pradhana being ^ana because it produces the 
mahat See being ^ana because they are produced). The Ved&ntia 
points out that the compound pad&^gan&A has its own rfidSt 
meaning, just as arvakama, literally horse ear, which conventionally 
denotes a certain plant 

* We infer that udbhid is the name of a sacrifice because it is 
mentioned m connexion with the act of sacrificing , we infer that 
die yfipa b a poet A is said to be cut and so oa 
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gunkk to mean the Gods the Fathers, the Gandharvas 
the Asuras, and the Rakshas Others again, think that 
the four castes togethei with the Nishidas are meant 
Again some scriptural passage (Rtg veda Sawh VIII 53, 7) 
speaks of the tnbe of e the five people, meaning thereby 
the created beings in general and this latter explanation 
also might be applied to the passage under discussion 
The teacher (the Sutrakara) on the other hand, aiming at 
showing that the passage does not refer to the twenty-five 
categories of the S&nkhyas, declares that on the ground of 
the complementary passage breath, &c have to be under 
stood 

Well, let it then be granted that the five-people mentioned 
in the Mddhyandina text are bieath &c since that text 
mentions food also (and so makes up the number five) 
But how shall we interpret the K&nva text which does not 
mention food (ind thus altogether speaks of four things 
only) ? — To this question the next Sutra replies 

13 In the case of (the text of) some (the K&#vas) 
where food is not mentioned (the number five is 
made full) by the light (mentioned in the preceding 
mantra} 

The Ka#va text although not mentioning food makes up 
the full number five, by the light mentioned in the mantra 
preceding that m which the five people are spoken of That 
mantra describes the nature of Brahman by saying, Him 
the geds worship as the light of lights — If it be asked 
how it is accounted for that the light mentioned in both 
texts equally is m one text to be employed for the expla 
nation of the five people and not in the other text , we reply 
that the reason lies in the difference of the requirements 
As the Mddhyandinas meet in one and the same mantra 
with breath and four other entities enabling them to interpi et 
the term r the five-people they are in no need of the light 
mentioned In anothe mantra The K£«vas, on the other 
hand, cannot do without the light. The case is analogous 
to that of the Sh which according to diif t 
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passages is either to be offered or not to be offered at the 
atir&tra sacrifice 

We have proved herewith that Scripture offers no 
for the doctrine of the pradhina That this doctrine can 
not be proved either by Sm«tt or by ratiocination will be 
shown later on 

14 (Although there is a conflict of the Vedinta 
passages with regard to the things created such as) 
ether and so on, (there is no such conflict with 
regard to the Lord) on account of his being re- 
presented (in one passage) as described (in other 
passages), viz as the cause (of the world) 

In the preceding part of the work the right definition of 
Brahman has been established it has been shown that all the 
Ved&nta-texts have Biahman for their common topic and 
it has been proved that there is no scriptural authority for 
the doctrine of the pradh&na —But now a new objection 
presents itself 

It is not possible — our opponent says — to prove either 
that Brahman is the cause of the origin, &c of the world 
or that all Vedanta texts refei to Brahman, because we 
observe that the Vedinta texts contradict one another 
All the Vedanta passages which treat of the creation 
enumerate its successive steps m different order and so m 
reality speak of different creations In one place it is said 
that from the Self there sprang the ether (Taitt Up II, 1) , 
in another place that the creation began with fire (K^h Up 
VI 2 3) , in another olace again, that the Person created 
bieath and from breath faith (Pr Up VI 4) in another place 
again, that the Self created these worlds the water (above 
the heaven} light, the mortal (earth), and the water (below 
the earth) (Ait Ar II 4, 1 2 3) There no order is stated 
at all Somewhere else it is said that the creation ongi 
nated from the Non-existent In the beginning this was 
non-existent , from it was bom what exists (Taitt Up II 7) 
and * In the beginning this was non existent it became 
existent it grew ( \Kh Lp III 19 1). In another place 
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again the doctrine of the Non existent being the ante 
cedent of the creation is impugned and the Existen* men 
tioned in its stead Others say in the beginning there 
was that only which is not but how could it be thus, my 
dear ? How could that which is be born of that which is 
not ? ( Kh Up VI a 1 , 1 ) And m another place, again 
the development of the world is spoken of as having taken 
place spontaneously Now all this was then undeveloped 
It became developed by form and name (Bn Up I 4 7) 
— As therefore manifold discrepancies are observed and 
as no option is possible in the case of an accomplished 
matter 1 the Vedanta passages cannot be accepted as 
authorities foi determining the cause of the world, but we 
must rather accept some other cause of the world resting 
on the authority of Smnti and Reasoning 

To this we make the following reply — Although the 
Vedanta passages may be conflicting with regard to the 
order of the things created, such as ether and so on, they 
do not conflict with, regard to the creator on account of 
his’ being represented as described That means such as 
the creator is described m any one Vedanta passage viz as 
all-knowing the Lord of all, the Self of all without a 
second so he is represented in all other Vedanta-passages 
also Let us consider, for instance^ the description of 
Brahman (given in Taitt Up II 1 flf) There it is said at 
first ‘ Truth, knowledge infinite is Brahman ’ Here the 
word knowledge and so likewise the statement, made 
later on that Brahman desired (II 6) intimate that Brah 
man is of the nature of intelligence Further, the text 
declares a that the cause of the world is the general Lord by 
representing it as not dependent od anything else It further 
applies to the cause of the world the term * Self (II 1) and 
it represents it as abiding within the senes of sheaths begin 


1 Option being possible only in the case of dungs to be accom 
pliahed 1 e. actions 

* According to Go An. m the passage ‘That made itself its 
Self {U *j), according to An. Gm m the passage ‘He created 
ah (II 6). 
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uag with the gross body whereby it affirms it to be the 
internal Self within all beings Again — in the passage, 

‘ May I be many, may I grow forth —it tells how the Self 
became many and thereby declares that the creator is non- 
different fiom the created effects And — in the passage, 

‘ He created all this whatever there is — it represents the 
creator as the Cause of the entire world and thereby declares 
him to have been without a second previously to the 
creation The same characteristics which m the above 
passages are predicated of Brahman viewed as the Cause of 
the world, we find to be predicated of it in other passages 
also so for instance Being only, my dear, was this in the 
beginning, one only, without a second It thought may I 
be many, may I grow forth It sent forth fire [Kk Up 
VI i 1, 3) and * In the beginning all this was Self, one 
only , theie was nothing else blinking whatsoever He 
thought, shall I send forth woilds? (Ait Ar 11,4, x 1 a ) 
The Vedflnta-passages which are concerned with netting 
forth the cause of the world are thus in harmony through 
out — On the other hand, there are found conflicting state- 
ments concerning the world, the creation being in some 
places said to begin with ether m other places with fire and 
so on But, in the first place, it cannot be said that the 
conflict of statements concerning the world affects the 
statements concerning the cause, 1 e Brahman in which all 
the Vedclnta texts are seen to agree — for that would be an 
altogether unfounded generalization — and in the second 
place the teacher will reconcile later on (II, 3) those con 
dieting passages also which refer to the world And, to 
consider the matter more thoroughly a conflict of state- 
ments regarding the world would not even matter greatly, 
since the creation of the world and similar topics are not at 
all what Scripture wishes to teach For we neither observe 
nor are told by Scripture that the welfare of man depends 
on those matters m any way, nor have we the nght to 
assume such a thing , because we conclude from the intro- 
ductory and concluding clauses that the passages about the 
creation and the like form only subordinate members of 
passages treating of Brahman. That all the passages 
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setting forth the creation and so on subserve the purpose of 
teaching Brahman, Scripture itself declares , compare Kh 
Up VI, 8, 4, As food too is an offshoot seek after its root, 
viz. water And as water too is an offshoot, seek after its 
root, viz fire And as fire too is an offshoot, seek after its 
root, viz. the True We moreover understand that by 
means of comparisons such as that of the clay {Kh Up VI, 
i, 4) the Creation is described merely for the purpose of 
teaching us that the effect is not really different from the 
cause. Analogously it is said by those who know the sacred 
tradition If creation is represented by means of (the 
similes of) clay iron sparks, and other things , that is only 
a means for making it understood that (in reality) there is 
no difference whatever (Gauifap Kit III 15) — On the 
other band Scripture expressly states the fruits connected 
with the knowledge of Brahman, He who knows Brahman 
obtains the highest (Taitt Up II, 1) ‘He who knows the 
Self overcomes gnef {Kh Up VII 13) A man who 
knows him passes over death (.Sve Up III 8) That 
fruit is, moreover, apprehended by intuition (pratyaksba) 
for as soon as by means of the doctrine, ‘ That art thou, a 
man has arrived at the knowledge that the Self is non 
transmigrating its transmigrating nature vanishes for him. 

It remains to dispose of the assertion that passages such 
as * Nonrbeing this was in the beginning contain conflicting 
statements about the nature of the cause. This is done m 
the next SCttra 

15 On account of the connexion (with passages 
treating of Brahman, the passages speaking of the 
Non being do not intimate absolute Non-existence) 

The passage ‘ Non being indeed was this m the beginning 
(Taitt. Up II, j) does not declare that the cause of the 
world *s the absolutely N on-existent which is devoid of 
all Selfhood For in the preceding sections of the Upam 
shad Brahman is distinctly denied to be the Non -existing, 
and is defined to be that which is ( He who knows the 
Brahman as nan-existing becomes himylf 
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He who knows the Brahman as existing him we know 
himself as existing’) , it is fuither, by means of the series 
of sheaths, viz the sheath of food, &c , represented as the 
inner Self of everything This same Brahman is again 
referred to n the clause, * He wished may I be many , 
iS'declared to have oiiginated the entire creation, and is 
finally referred to m the clause, Therefore the wise call 
it the true Theieupon the text goes on to say with 
reference to what has all along been the topic of discussion, 
* On this there is also this jloka, Non being indeed was 
this in the beginning, &c If here the term Non being 
denoted the absolutely Non existent the whole context 
would be broken, for while ostensibly referring to one 
matter the passage would in leality treat of a second 
altogether different matter We have theiefore to conclude 
that, while the term Being ordinarily denotes that which 
is differentiated by names and forms the term Non being ’ 
denotes the same substance previous to its differentiation, 
1 e that Brahman is in a secondary sense of the word, 
called Non being previously to the origination of the world 
The same interpretation has to be applied to the passage 
‘ Non being this was in the beginning (Kh. Up III 19, 1) , 
for that passage also is connected with another passage which 
runs, It became being whence it is evident that the Non 
being of the former passage cannot mean absolute Non- 
existence. And in the passage Others say Non being 
this was in the beginning (Kh Up VI, 3 t), the reference 
to the opinion of others does not mean that the doctrine 
referred, to (according to which the world was originally 
absolutely non existent) is propounded somewhere in the 
Veda , for option is possible in the case of actions but not 
in the case of substances The passage has therefore to 
be looked upon as a refutation of the tenet of primitive 
absolute non existence as fancifully propounded by some 
teachers of inferior intelligence , a refutation undertaken for 
the purpose of strengthening the doctrine that this world 
has sprung from that which is — The following passage 
again, * Now this was then undeveloped &e. (B ru Up I, 
4, 7), does not by any means assert that the evolution of 
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the world took place without a ruler as we conclude from 
the circumstance of its being connected with another 
passage in which the ruler is represented as entering into 
the evolved world of effects He entered thither to the 
very tips of the finger nails ’ &c If it were supposed that 
the evolution of the world takes place without a ruler to 
whom could the subsequent pronoun he refer (m the 
passage last quoted) which manifestly is to be connected 
with something previously intimated? And as Scripture 
declares that the Self, after having entered into the body, 
is of the nature of intelligence ( when seeing, eye by name , 
when hearing, ear by name when thinking, mind by 
name’) it follows that it is intelligent at the time of its 
entering also — We, moreover must assume that the world 
was evolved at the beginning of the creation in the same 
way as it is at present seen to develop itself by names and 
forms, viz under the rulership of an intelligent creator 
for we have no right to make assumptions contrary to 
what is at present actually observed Another scriptural 
passage also declares that the evolution of the world took 
place under the superintendence of i ruler Let me now 
enter these beings with this living Self and let me then 
evolve names and forms (Kk Up VI 3 2) The in 
transitive expression ‘ It developed itself (vy&kriyata 
it became developed) is to be viewed as having reference to 
the ease with which the real agent viz the Lord brought 
about that evolution Analogously it is said for instance 
that * the cornfield reaps itself (1 e is reaped with the 
greatest ease), although there is the reaper sufficient (to 
account for the work being done) — Or else we may look 
on the form vylknyata as having reference to a necessarily 
implied agent , as is the case m such phrases as the village 
is being approached (where we necessarily have to supply 
*by Devadatta or somebody else’) 

16 (He whose work is this is Brahman), because 
(the * work ) denotes the world 

In the Kaushitaki brfLhma«a, m the dialogue of Bll&ki 
and * we read, O BSlaki, he who is the maker of 
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those persons he of whom this is the work he alone is to be 
known’ (Kau Up IV 19) The question here arises whether 
what is here inculcated as the object of knowledge is the 
individual soul or the chief vital air or the highest Self 
The pfirvapakshin maintains that the vital air is meant 
For, in the first place he says the clause f of whom this 
is the work points to the activity of motion and that 
activity rests on the vital air In the second place we meet 
with the word ‘ pr 3 .«a * in a complementary passage ( Then 
he becomes one with that prana alone ) and that word 
is well known to denote the vital air In the third place, 
prana is the maker of all the persons the person in the 
sun the person in the moon &c who in the preceding part 
of the dialogue had been enumerated by Balaki for that 
the sun and the other divinities are mere differentiations of 
pr&»a we know from another scriptural passage* viz Who 
is that one god (jn whom all the other gods are contained)? 
Prdna and he is Brahman and they call him That ’ (Brt 
Up III 9 9) — Or else the purvapakshm continues the 
passage under discussion represents the individual soul as 
the object of knowledge For of the soul also it can be 
said that this is the work if we understand by ‘ this all 
meritorious and non meritorious actions and the soul also, 
in so far as it is the enjoyer, can be viewed as the maker 
of the persons enumerated m so far as they are instru- 
mental to the soul s fruition The complementary passage, 
moreover contains an inferential mark of the individual 
soul For Aj-ataratru in order to instruct BalcLki about 
the 1 maker of the persons who had been proposed as the 
object of knowledge calls a sleeping man by various names 
and convinces Bdldki, by the circumstance that the sleeper 
does not hear his shouts that the pr 4 «a and so on are not 
the enjoyers , he thereupon wakes the sleeping man by 
pushing him with his stick and so makes BaUki compre- 
hend that the being capable of fruition is the individual 
soul which is distinct from the pr&na A subsequent passage 
also contains an inferential mark of the individual soul, viz 
‘ And ad the master feeds with his people nay, as his people 
feed on the master thus does this conscious Self feed with 
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the other Selfs thus those Selfs feed on the conscious 
Self (Kau Up IV 20) And as the individual soul is the 
support of the pr£«a it may itself be called pr£«a — We 
thus conclude that the passage under discussion refers 
either to the individual soul or ta the chief vital air , but 
not to the Lord, of whom it contains no inferential marks 
whatever 

To this we make the following reply — The Lord only 
can be the maker of the persons enumerated on account 
of the force of the introductory part of the section B&l&ki 
begins his colloquy with A/iltajatm with the offer * Shall 
£ tell you Brahman?* Thereupon he enumerates some 
individual souls residing in the sun, the moon and so on 
which participate m the sight of the secondary Brahman 
and in the end becomes silent A^dtaxatru then sets aside 
Biliki s doctrine as not referring to the chief Brahman— 
with the words ‘Vainly did you challenge me, saying, Shall 
I tell you Brahman/ &c. — and proposes the maker of all 
those individual souls as a new object of knowledge If 
now that maker also were merely a soul participating in 
the sight of the secondary Brahman, the introductory 
statement which speaks of Brahman would be futile 
Hence it follows that the highest Lord himself is meant — 
None, moreover, but the highest Lord is capable of being 
the maker of all those persons as he only is absolutely 
independent— Further the clause ‘of whom this is the 
work ’ does not refer either to the activity of motion nor 
to meritorious and non meritorious actions , for neither 
of those two is the topic of discussion or has been men 
turned previously Nor can the term ‘work* denote the 
enumerated persons, smce the latter are mentioned separ 
ateiy— in the clause, ' He who is the maker of those per 
sons —and as inferential marks (viz the neuter gender and 
the singular number of the word karma n, work) contradict 
that assumption. Nor, again, can the term ' work ’ denote 
either the activity whose object the persons are, or the 
result of that activity, since those two are already im plie d 
hi the mention of the agent (in the clause, ‘ He who is the 
w fc er *) Thus there remains so other alternative than to 



i adhyAya, 4 pAda, 17 


271 


take the pronoun * this (in He of whom this is the work ’) 
as denoting the perceptible world and to understand the 
same world — as that which is made — by the term * work 
— We may mdeed admit that the world also is not the 
previous topic of discussion and has not been mentioned 
before , still as no specification is mentioned we conclude 
that the term ‘work has to be understood m a general 
sense and thus denotes what first presents itself to the 
mind, viz everything which exists in general It is more- 
over, not true that the world is not the previous topic of 
discussion we are rather entitled to conclude fiom the or 
cum stance that the vanous persons (in the sun, the moon, 
&C.) which constitute a part of the world had been specially 
mentioned before, that the passage in question is concerned 
with the whole world in general The conjunction ‘ or' (in 
* or he of whom * &c ) is meant to exclude the idea of limited 
makership , so that the whole passage has to be inter 
preted as follows 1 He who is the maker of those persons 
forming a part of the world, or rather— to do away with 
this limitation — he of whom this entire world without any 
exception is the work ’ The special mention made of the 
persons having been created has for its purpose to show 
that those persons whom B&l&ki had proclaimed to be 
Brahman are not Brahman The passage therefore sets 
forth the maker of the world m a double aspect, at first as 
the creator of a special part of the world and thereupon as 
the creator of the whole remaining part of the world , a way 
of speaking analogous to such every day forms of ex- 
pression as, * The wandering mendicants are to be fed, and 
then the Brdhma#as 1 And that the maker of the world 
is the highest Lord is affirmed in all Ved&nta-texts 

17 If it be said that this is not so, on account of 
the inferential marks of the individual soul and the 
chief vital air , we reply that that has already been 
explained 


' By the Br&hmasas being meant all (hose Biihman&s who are 
not at the same tune wandering mendicants 
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It remains for us to refute the objection that on account 
of die inferential marks of the individual soul and the 
chief vital air, which are met with tn the complementary 
passage, either the one or the other must be meant m the 
passage under discussion, and not the highest Lord — We 
therefore remark that that objection has already been 
disposed of under I, r 31 There it was shown that from 
an interpretation similar to the one here proposed by the 
p&rvapakshm there would result a threefold meditation, 
one having Brahman for its object, a second one directed 
on the individual soul and a third one connected with the 
chief vital air Now the same result would present itself 
in our case, and that would be unacceptable as we must 
infer from the introductory as well as the concluding 
clauses, that the passage under discussion refers to Brah 
man With reference to the introductory clause this has 
been already proved , that the concluding passage also 
refers to Brahman, we infer from the feet of there being 
stated in it a pre-eminently high reward Warding off all 
evil he who knows this obtains pre-eminence among all 
beings, sovereignty supremacy ’—But if this is so the 
sense of the passage under discussion is already settled by 
the discussion of the passage about Pratardawa (I x, 31) 
why then, the present Sutra ? — No, we reply, the sense of 
our passage is not yet settled since under I, x, 31 it has 
not been proved that the clause, * Or he whose work is this, 
refers to Brahman. Hence there arises again, m con 
nexion with the present passage, a doubt whether the 
individual soul and the chief vital air may not be meant, 
and that doubt has again to be refuted — The word pr&«a 
occurs moreover in the sense of Brahman so in the passage, 
4 The mind settles down on pr£#a {Kh Up VI. 8 a) — 
The inferential marks of the individual soul also have, on 
account of the introductory and concluding clauses referring 
to Brahman* to be explained so as not to give rise to any 
discrepancy 

But fraimmi thinks that (the reference to the 
individual soul) has another purport m account of 
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the question and answer and thus some also (read 
m their text) 

Whether the passage urder discussion is concerned with 
the individual soul or with Brahman is, m the opinion of 
the teacher Gaimini no matter for dispute, since the 
leference to the individual soul has a different purport, 1 e. 
aims at intimating Brahman He founds this his opinion 
on a question and a reply met with in the text. After 
A^taratru has taught Bal&ki by waking the sleeping 
man that the soul is different from the vital air, he asks 
the following question B&l£ki where did this person here 
sleep? Where was he? Whence came he thus back* 
This question clearly refers to something different from the 
individual soul And so likewise does the reply When 
sleeping he sees no dream then he becomes one with that 
pri«a alone and From that Self all pr£#as proceed each 
towaids its place from the pra»as the gods from the gods 
the worlds — Now it is the general Vedanta doctrine that 
at the time of deep sleep the soul becomes one with the 
highest Brahman and that from the highest Brahman the 
whole world proceeds inclusive of pr&wa, and so on. When 
Scripture therefore represents as the object of knowledge 
that m which there takes place the deep sleep of the soul 
characterised by absence of consciousness and utter tran- 
quillity lea state devoid of all those specific cognitions 
which are produced by the limiting adjuncts of the soul, 
and from which the soul returns when the sleep is broken 
we understand that the highest Self is meant — Moreover 
the VcLgnsaneyn&khcL which likewise contains the colloquy 
of B&liki and A^tajatru clearly refers to the individual 
soul by means of the term, ‘ the person consisting of cog 
mhon (v^a&namaya), and distinguishes from it the highest 
Self ( Where was then the person consisting of cognition ? 
and from whence did he thus come back? Brf Up II, i 
1 6) , and later on m the reply to the above question 
declaies that the person consisting of cognition lies in the 
ether within the heart. Now we know that the word ether 
may be used to denote the highest Self as for in s tan c e, m 

[34] T 
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the passage about the smaH ether within the lotus of the 
heait (Kh Up VIII i 1) Further on the B^r Up says, 
All the Selfs came forth fiora that Self by which state- 
ment of the coming forth of all the conditioned Selfs it 
intimates that the highest Self is the one general cause 
— The doctrine conveyed by the lousing of the sleeping 
person, viz. that the individual soul is different from the 
vital ail, furnishes at the same time a further argument 
against the opinion that the passage under discussion lefers 
to the vital air 

19 (The Self to be seen, to be heard &c is the 
highest Self) on account of the connected meaning 
of the sentences 

We read m the Brshadirawyaka in the Maitreyl br 4 h 
ma«a the following passage, Verily, a husband is not dear 
that you may love the husband, &c &c , verily everything 
is not dear that you may love everything but that you 
may love the Self therefore everything is dear Venly, the 
Self is to be seen, to be heard, to be perceived, to be 
maiked O Maitreyl I When the Self has been seen heard 
perceived, and known, then all this is known (B rt Up IV, 
5 6) — Here the doubt arises whether that which is repre 
sented as the object to be seen, to be heard and so on, is 
the cogmtional Self (the individual soul) or the highest 
Self 1 — But whence the doubt? — Because we reply, the 
Self is on the one hand by the mention of dear things such 
as husband and so on, indicated as the enjoyfcr whence it 
appears that the passage refers to the individual soul and 
because, on the other hand, the declaration that through the 
knowledge of the Self everything becomes known points to 
the highest Self 

The pfirvapakshin maintains that the passage refers to 
the individual soul on account of the strength of the initial 
statement. The text declares at the outset that all the 
objects of enjoyment found m this world, such as husband, 
wife, riches, and so on, are dear on account of the Self and 
thereby gives as to understand that the enjoying (1 e. the 
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individual) Self is meant if theieupon it refers to the Self 
a s the object of sight and so on what other Self should it 
mean than the same individual Self — A subsequent passage 
also (viz Thus does this great Being endless unlimited* 
consisting of nothing but knowledge, rise from out of these 
elements, and vanish again after them When he has departed 
there is no more knowledge ) which describes how the 
great Being under discussion rises, as the Self of knowledge, 
from the elements shows that the object of sight is no 
other than the cogmtional Self, 1 e the individual ‘soul 
The concluding clause finally * How O beloved should he 
know the knower? shows, by means of the teim * knower, 
which denotes an agent, that the individual soul is meant 
The declaration that through the cognition of the Self 
everything becomes known must therefore not be inter 
preted in the literal sense, but must be taken to mean that 
the world of objects of enjoyment is known through its 
relation to the enjoying soul 

To this we make the following reply— -The passage 
makes a statement about the highest Self, on account of 
the connected meaning of the entire section If we consider 
the different passages in their mutual connexion, we find 
that they all refer to the highest Self After Maitrey! has 
heard from Yf^wavalkya that there is no hope of lmmor 
tality by wealth, she expresses her desire of immortality in 
the words, * What should I do with that by which I do not 
become immortal? What my Lord knoweth tell that to 
me, and thereupon Y%*avalkya expounds to her the 
knowledge of the Self Now Scripture as well as Sumtt 
declares that immortality is not to be reached hut through 
the knowledge of the highest Self —The statement further 
that through the knowledge of the Self everything becomes 
ktfbwn can be taken m its direct literal sense only if by the 
Self we understand the highest cause And to take it in a 
non-literal sense (as the pftrvapakshm proposes) is mad 
missible, on account of the explanation given of that state* 
meat in a subsequent passage, viz 'Whosoever looks for 
the Brahman class elsewhere than m the Self, is aban- 
doned by the Brahman class. Here it is said that who- 
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ever erroneously views this world with its Brahmans and so 
on as haung an independent existence apart from the Self, 
is abandoned by that very world of which he has taken an 
erroneous view whereby the view that there exists any 
difference is refuted And the immediately subsequent 
clause, ‘ This everything is the Self, gives us to understand 
that the entire aggregate of existing things is non-different 
from the Self a doctrine further confirmed by the similes 
erf the drum and so on — By explaining further that the 
Self about which he had been speaking is the cause of the 
universe of names, forms, and works ( There has been 
breathed forth from this great Being what we have as Rtg 
veda &c) YSgwavalkya again shows that it is the highest 
Self — To the same conclusion he leads us by declaring in 
the paragraph which treats of the natural centres of things, 
that the Self is the centre of the whole world with the 
objects, the senses and the mind, that it has neither inside 
nor outside that it is altogethei a mass of knowledge. — 
From all this it follows that what the text represents as the 
object of sight and so on is the highest Self 

We now turn to the remark made by the pfirvapakshm 
that the passage teaches the individual soul to be the 
object of sight because it is m the early part of the Chapter 
denoted as something dear 

20 (The circumstance of the soul being lepre 
sented as the object of sight) indicates the fulfil 
ment of the promissory statement so Armarathya 
thinks 

The fact that the text proclaims as the object of Sight 
that Self which is denoted as something dear indicates 
the fulfilment of the promise made m the passages, 
‘When the Self is known all this is known. All this is 
that Self For if the individual soul were different from 
the highest Self, the knowledge of the latter would not 
imply the knowledge of the former and thus the promise 
that through the knowledge of one thing everything is 
to be known would not be fulfilled Hence the mitral 
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statement aims at representing the individual Self and the 
highest Self as non different for the purpose of fulfilling 
the promise made — This is the opinion of the teacher 
Armarathya 1 * * * 

21 (The initial statement identifies the individual 
soul and the highest Self) because the soul when it 
will depart (from the body) is such (1 e one with the 
highest Self) , thus Au^uiomi thinks 

The individual soul which 13 mqumated by the contact 
with its different limiting adjuncts viz. body senses and 
mind (tnano-buddbi) attains through the instrumentality 
of knowledge meditation and so on a state of complete 
serenity and thus enables itself when passing at some 
future time out of the body to become one with the 
highest Self, hence the initial statement in which it is 
represented as non different from the highest Self This 
is the opinion of the teacher Aiu/ulomi — Thus Scrip- 
ture says 'That serene being arising from this body 
appears in its own form as soon as it has approached 
the highest light (Kk Up VIII 12, 3) — In another 
place Scripture intimates by means of the simile of the 
rivers that name and form abide m the individual soul 'As 


1 The comment of the Bhamatf on the Sfttraruns as follows As 
the sparks issuing from a fire are not absolutely different from die 
fire because they participate in the nature of the fire and on the 
other hand, are not absolutely non different from the fire because 
in that case they could be distinguished neither from the fire nor 
r rom each other so the individual souls also— which are effects 
of Brahman — are neither absolutely different from Brahman, for 
that 5 would mean that they are not of the nature of intelligence , 

nor absolutely non different from Brahman because in that case 
they could not be distinguished from each other and because if 

they were identical with Brahman aqd therefore omniscient, it 

would be useless to give them any instruction Hence the 
individual souls are somehow different from Brahman and some- 

how non-different. — The technical name of the doctrine here 
r ted by thya is bhedfibhedav&da. 
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the flowing rivers disappear in the sea having lost their 
name and their form, thus a wise man freed from name and 
form goes to the divine Person who is greater than the great 
(Mu Up III a 8) I e as the rivers losing the names and 
forms abiding in them disappear m the sea, so the individual 
soul also losing the name and form abiding in it becomes 
united with the highest person That the latter half of the 
passage has the meaning here assigned to it, follows from 
the parallelism which we must assume to exist between the 
two members of the comparison 1 

22 (The initial statement is made) because (the 
highest Self) exists in the condition (of the individual 
soul) so K&sakmsna thinks 

Because the highest Self exists also in the condition of the 
individual soul, therefore, the teacher KSrakrrtsna thinks, the 
initial statement which aims at intimating the non difference 
of the two is possible That the highest Self only is that which 
appears as the individual soul is evident from the BrShmawa 
passage * Let me enter into them with this living Self and 
evolve names and forms, and similar passages We have 
also mantras to the same effect, for instance The wise one 
who, having produced all forms and made all names, sits 
calling the things by their names (Taitt Ar III, 12 , 7) a 

1 Bh&matf The individual soul is absolutely different from the 
highest Self it is mqumated by the contact with its different limiting 
adjuncts. But it is spoken of in the Upamshad, as non-different 
from the highest Self because after having purified itself by means 
of knowledge and meditation it may pass out of the body and 
become one with the highest Self The text of the Upamshad 
finis transfers » future state of non-difference to that time when 
difference actually exists Compare the saying of the P5«4arfitnkas 
Up to the moment of emancipation being reached the soul and the 
highest Self are different But the emancipated soul is no longer 
different from the highest Self since there 1 $ no further cause of 
difference. — The technical name of the doctrine advocated by 
Audbloon is satyabhedavfida 

* Compare die note to die same mantra as quoted above under 
I,i 11 
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And where Scripture relates the creation of fire and the 
other elements it does not at the same time relate a sepa 
rate creation of the individual soul , we have therefore no 
right to look on the soul as a product of the highest Self 
different from the lattei — In the opinion of the teacher 
Kdrakrrtsna the non modified highest Lord himself is the 
individual soulj not anything else Armarathya, although 
meaning to say that the soul is not (absolutely) different 
from the highest Self yet intimates by the expression, 
On account of the fulfilment of the promise — which de- 
clares a certain mutual dependence — that there does exist 
a certain relation of cause and effect between the highest 
Self and the individual soul 1 * The opinion of Aurfulomi 
again clearly implies that the difference and non difference 
of the two depend on difference of condition 3 Of these 
three opinions we conclude that the one held by KSra- 
kntsna accords with Scripture because it agrees with what 
all the Ved&nta texts (so for instance the passage That 
art thou*) aim at inculcating Only on the opinion of 
Kasakrrtsna immortality can be viewed as the result of 
the knowledge of the soul while it would be impossible 
to hold the same view if the soul were a modification 
(product) of the Self and as such liable to lose its exist- 
ence by being merged in its causal substance For the 
same reason, name and form cannot abide in the soul (as 
was above attempted to prove by means of the simile of the 
nvers) hut abide in the limiting adjunct and are ascribed to 
the soul itself m a figurative sense only For the same 
reason the origin of the souls from the highest Self, of 
which Scripture speaks in some places as analogous to the 
issuing of sparks from the fire, must be viewed as based 
only on the limiting adjuncts of the soul. 

The last three Sfitras have further to be interpreted so as 
to furnish replies to the second of the pflrvapakshin s argu 
meats, viz that the Brthaditaxtyaka passage represents as 


1 And not the relation of absolute identity 

* I e upon the state of emancipation and its absence 
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fee object of sight the Individual soul because it declares 
that the- great Being which is to be seen arises from out of 
these elements. ‘There is an indication of the fulfilment 
of the promise, so Armarathya thinks.' The promise is 
made m the two passages, When the Self is known, all this 
is known ’ and * AU this is that Self That the Self is every- 
thing, is proved by the declaration that the whole world of 
names, forms and works springs from one being, and is 
merged in one being 1 , and by its being demonstrated, with 
the help of the similes of the drum and so on that effect 
and cause are near-different The fulfilment of the promise is 
then, finally indicated by the text declaring that that great 
Being rises, m the form of the individual soul, from out of these 
elements thus the teacher Armarathya thinks. For if the 
Soul and the highest Self are non different, the promise that 
through the knowledge of one everything becomes known 
is capable of fulfilment — * Because the soul when it will 
depart is such thus Atnfolomi thmks The statement as 
to the non difference -of the soul and the Self (implied in the 
declaration that the great Bang rises, See.) is possible 
because the soul when--after having purified itself by 
knowledge, and so on — it will depart from the body is 
capable of becoming one wife the highest Selt This 
is Avdulomfa opinion. — ‘Because it exists m the con 
dittos of the soul, thus Klrak^tsna opines' Because 
the highest Self itself is that which appears as the indivi- 
dual soul, the statement as to fee non difference of the 
two is well-founded. This is the view of fee teacher 
Klrakntsna. 

But, an objection may be raised, the passage, * Rising from 
out of these elements he vanishes again after them When 
he has departed there is no more knowledge, intona tes the 
final destruction of the soul not its identity wife the highest 
Self l — By no means, we reply The passage means to say 


1 Upapadtta® samsy&mam&ratvam lti iesfeafi UpapS 
dsnapraktran sdfeyab aketi Sa y&thbdreadhanSgner ltjSdmai 
kaprasavatvaro, paths sarvds&n aparo itjSdjaJ £atkapralayatvaat 
mrvasyektam An. Ql, 
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only that on the soul departing from the body all specific 
cognition vanishes, not that the Self is destroyed For 
an objection being raised — in the passage, Here thou hast 
bewildered me Sir, when thou sayest that having departed 
there is no more knowledge — Scripture itself explains that 
what is meant is not the annihilation of the Self I say nothing 
that is bewildering Verily beloved that Self is imperishable 
and of an indestructible nature But there takes place non- 
connexion with the m£tr&s. That means The eternally 
unchanging Self which is one mass of knowledge, cannot 
possibly perish but by means of true knowledge there is 
effected its dissociation from the m&tr&s 1 e the elements 
and the sense organs which are the product of Nescience. 
When the connexion has been solved specific cognition 
which depended on it no longer takes place and thus it can 
be said that ‘ When he has departed there is no more 
knowledge 

The third argument also of the purvapakshin, viz. that 
the word knower — which occurs in the concluding pas- 
sage ‘How should he know the knower? — denotes an agent 
and therefore refers to the individual soul as the object of 
sight is to be refuted according to the view of K&rakrztsna. — 
Moreover the text after having enumerated — -in the passage, 
For where there is duality as it were, there one sees the 
other &c — all the kinds of specific cognition which belong 
to the sphere of Nescience declares — in the subsequent 
passage But when the Self only is all this, how should he 
see another? — that in the sphere of true knowledge all 
specific cognition such as seeing and so on is absent And 
again, m order to obviate the doubt whether in the absence 
of objects the knower might not know himself, Yi^Savalkya 
goes on ' How, O beloved should he know himself, the 
knower? As thus the latter passage Evidently aims at 
proving the absence of specific cognition we have to con 
elude that the word knower is here used to denote that 
being which is knowledge, 1 e the Self — That the view of 
Ki^akn'tsna is scriptural we have already shown above. 
And as it is so all the adherents of the Ved&nta must admit 
that the difference of the soul and the highest Self ta not 
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r eal but due to the limiting adjuncts viz the body and so 
on which are the product of name and form as presented 
by Nescience. That view receives ample confirmation from 
Scripture , compare, for instance Being only my dear this 
was in the beginning one without a second (Kh Up VI, 
2, i) , The Self is all this (Kh Up VII 35 a) , * Brahman 
alone is all this {Mu Up II, 3 n) ‘This everything is 
that Self (Bn Up LI 4 6 ) ‘ There is no other seer but 
he (B rt Up III 7 33) , ‘ There is nothing that sees but it 
(Brt Up III 8 xi) — It is likewise confirmed by Sm«ti, 
compare for instance V&sudeva is all this (Bha Gt 
VII 19) , Know me O Bh&rata to be the soul in all 
bodies (Bha. GS XIII a) He who sees the highest Lord 
abiding alike within all creatures (Bha Gi XIII 37) 
— The same conclusion is supported by those passages 
which deny all difference compaie, for instance ‘If he 
thinks that is one and I another he does not know (Br* 
Up I 4, 10) * Trom death to death he goes who sees here 
any diversity (Bn Up IV 4 19) And again, by those 
passages which negative all change on the part of the Self, 
compare for instance This great unborn Self undecaymg 
undying immortal, fearless is indeed Brahman (B rt Up 
IV, 34) — Moreover if the doctrine of general identity were 
not tine, those who are desirous of release could not be in 
the possession of irrefutable knowledge and there would he 
no possibility of any matter being well settled , while yet 
the knowledge of which the Self is the object is declared to 
be irrefutable and to satisfy all desire and Scripture speaks 
of those Who have well ascertained the object of the 
knowledge of the Vedanta (Mu Up III 3 6 ) Compare 
also the passage, * What trouble what sorrow can there be 
to him who has once beheld that unity? (Ir Up 7 ) — And 
Smnti also represents the mind of him who contemplates 
the Self as steady (Bha Gl II 54) 

As therefore the individual soul and the highest Self differ 
in name only it being a settled matter that perfect know- 
ledge has for its object the absolute oneness of the two , it 
1$ senseless to insist (as some do) on a plurality of Selfs and 
to maintain that the individual soul is different from the 
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highest Self and the highest Self from the individual soul. 
For the Self is indeed called by many different names, but 
it is one only Nor does the passage ‘He -who knows 
Brahman whjch 15 real knowledge, infinite as hidden in the 
cave (Taitt. Up II 1 ), refer to some one cave (different 
from the abode of the individual soul) 1 And that nobody 
else but Brahman is hidden in the cave we know from a 
subsequent passage, viz Having sent forth he entered mto 
it (Taitt. Up II, 6), according to which the creator only 
entered into the created beings — Those who insist on the 
distinction of the individual and the highest Self oppose 
themselves to the true sense of the Ved&nta texts, stand 
thereby in the way of perfect knowledge which is the door 
to perfect beatitude and groundlessly assume release to be 
something effected and therefore non eternal a (And if 
they attempt to show that moksha although effected is 
eternal) they involve themselves m a conflict with sound 
logic 

23 (Brahman is) the material cause also, on 
account of (this view) not being in conflict with 
the promissory statements and the illustrative in 
stances 

It has been said that, as practical religious duty has to 
be enquired mto because it is the cause of an increase of 
happiness so Brahman has to be enquired into because it is 
the cause of absolute beatitude And Brahman has been 
defined as that from which there proceed the origination, 
sustentation, and retractation of this world Now as this 
definition comprises alike the relation of substantial caus- 
ality in which clay and gold for instance stand to golden 
ornaments and earthen pots and the relation of operative 

1 So according to Go An, and An Gi although their inter 
pretations seem not to account sufficiently for the ekim of the text 
— K&tt&d evaikim m ^tvastMnjtd anyam ity arthaA Go An — . 
GIvabMvena pratibimbadh&r&tinkt&m ay anhaA An. £i 

* While release as often remarked is eternal ft being in fact 
not different from the eternally unchanging Brahman 
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causality m which the potter and the goldsmith stand to 
the things mentioned a doubt arises to which of these 
two kinds tne causality of Brahman belongs 
The purvapaksbm maintains that Brahman evidently is 
the operative cause of the world only because Scripture 
declares his creative energy to be preceded by reflection 
Compare for instance Pra Up VI 3 , 4 He reflected he 
created pr<t«a For observation shows that the action of 
operative causes only such as potters and the like is pre 
ceded by reflection and moreover that the result of some 
activity is brought about by the concurrence of several 
factors 1 It is therefore appropriate that we should view 
the prime creator in the same light The cucumstance of 
his being known as the Lord furnishes another argu- 
ment For lords such as kings and the son of Vivasvat are 
known only as operative causes, and the highest Lord also 
must on that account be viewed as an operative cause 
only — Further the effect of the creator s activity viz this 
world is seen to consist of parts to be non intelligent and 
impure we therefoie must assume that its cause also is of 
the same nature for it is a matter of general observation 
that cause and effect are alike in kind But that Brahman 
does not resemble the world in nature we know from many 
scriptuial passages such as ‘ It is without parts, without 
actions, tranquil without fault without taint .SVe Up 
VI, 19) Hence there remains no other altei native but to 
admit that m addition to Brahman there exists a material 
cause of the world of impure nature such as is known from 
Smriti 2 , and to limit the causality of Brahman as declared 
by Scripture, to operative causality 

To this we make the following reply —-Brahman is to be 
acknowledged as the material cause as well as the operative 
cause , because this latter view does not conflict with the 
promissory statements and the illustrative instances The 
promissory statement chiefly meant is the following one 


1 I e. that the operative cause and the substantial cause are 
separate things 

* Via. the S&nkbya -saint l 



I ADHYAYA 4 pAdA 23 285 

Have you ever asked for that instruction by which that which 
is not heard becomes heard that which is not perceived 
perceived that which is not known known ? (Kk Up VI 
13) This passage intimates that through the cognition of 
one thing everything else, even if (previously) unknown 
becomes known Now the knowledge of everything is 
possible through the cognition of the material cause since 
the effect is non different from the material cause On the 
other hand effects are not non different irom their operative 
causes for we know from ordinary experience that the 
carpenter for instance is different from the house he has 
built. — The illustrative example referred to is the one 
mentioned (Kh Up VI, x, 4) ‘ My dear, as by one clod 
of clay all that is made of clay is known the modification 
(1 e. the effect) being a name merely which has its origin in 
speech while the truth is that it is clay merely, which 
passage again has reference to the material cause The 
text adds a few more illustrative instances of similar 
nature * As by one nugget of gold all that is made of gold 
is known , as by one pair of nail scissors all that is made of 
iron is known — -"Similar promissory statements are made 
in other places also for instance What is that through 
which if it is known everything else becomes known? (Mu 
Up I i, 3) An illustrative instance also is given in the 
same place * As plants grow on the earth (I i 7) — Com- 
pare also the promissoiy statement in B rt Up IV 5 6, 

When the Self has been seen heard perceived, and 
known then all this is known and the illustrative instance 
quoted (IV, 5 8) Now as the sounds of a drum if beaten 
cannot be seized externally but the sound is seized when 
the drum is seized or the beater of the drum — Similar 
promissory statements and illustrative instarces which are 
to be found in all Ved&nta texts are to be viewed as 
proving more or less, that Brahman is also the material 
cause of the world The ablative case also in the passage 

That from whence (yata^) these beings are bom, has to 
be considered as indicating the material cause of the beings 
according to the grammatical rule, Pa n I 4, 3a — That 
Brahman is at the same time the operative cause of the 
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world, we have to conclude from the circumstance that 
there is no othei guiding being Ordinarily material causes, 
indeed, such as lumps of clay and pieces of gold are 
dependent, in order to shape fhemselves into vessels and 
ornaments on extraneous operative causes such as potters 
and goldsmiths , but outside Brahman as material cause 
there is no other operative cause to which the material cause 
could look for Scripture says that previously to cieation 
Brahman was one without a second — The absence of a 
guiding principle other than the material cause can more 
over be established by means of the argument made use of 
in the Sfltra viz accoidance with the promissory state 
ments and the illustrative examples If there were ad 
mitted a guiding principle different from the material 
cause it would follow that everything cannot be known 
through one thing and thereby the promissory statements 
as well as the illustrative instances would be stultified* — The 
Self is thus the operative cause because there is no other 
ruling principle and the material cause because there is 
no other substance from which the world could originate. 

24 And on account of the statement of reflection 
(on the part of the Self) 

The fact of the sacred texts declaring tha f the Self 
reflected likewise shows that it is the operative as well as 
the material cause Passages like He wished may I be 
many may I grow forth/ a nd * He thought, may I be many 
may I grow forth show, in the first place that the Self is 
the agent in the independent activity which is preceded by 
the Self s reflection , and in the second place that it is the 
material cause also since the words ‘May I be many 
intimate that the reflective desire of multiplying itself has 
the inward Self for its object, 

25 And on account of both (1 e the origin and 
the dissolution of the world) being directly de 
dared (to have Brahman for their material cause) 

This S6tra supplies a further argument for Brahmans 
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being the general material cause — Brahman is the material 
cause of the world for that reason also that the origination 
as well as the dissolution of the world is directly spoken 
of in the sacred texts as having Brahman for their material 
cause All these beings take their rise from the ether 
and return into the ether* (Kh Up I 9 1) That that 
from which some other thing springs and into which it 
returns is the material cause of that other thing is well 
known. Thus the earth for instance is the material cause 
of nee, barley and the like — The word directly (in the 
Sutra) notifies that there is no other matenal cause but that 
all this sprang from the ether only — Observation further 
teaches that effects are not re absorbed into anything else 
but their matenal causes 

26 {Brahman is the matenal cause) on account 
of (the Self) making itself , (which is possible) owing 
to modification 

Brahman is the material cause for that reason also that 
Scripture — in the passage That made itself its Self (Taitt. 
Up II 7) — represents the Self as the object of action as 
well as the agent — But how can the Self which as agent 
was m full existence previously to the action be made out to 
be at the same feme that which is effected by the action? — 
Owing to modification we reply The Self, although in full 
existence previously to the action, modifies itself into some 
thing special viz. the Self of the effect Thus we see that 
causal substances, such as day and the like, are, by under- 
going the process of modification, changed into their pro- 
ducts.— The word itself m the passage quoted intimates 
the absence of any other operative cause but the Self 

The word * panwAmfit (in the Sutra) may also be taken 
as constituting a separate Sutra by itself tbe sense of 
which would be Brahman is the matenal cause of the 
world for that reason also that the sacred text speaks 
of Brahman and its modification into the Self of its effect 
as co-ordinated viz. m the passage, It became sat and 
tyat defined and undefined (Taitt Up II, 6) 
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27 And because Brahman is called the source 

Brahman is the material cause for that reason also that it 
is spoken of in the sacred texts as the source (yoni) compare, 
for instance, * The maker the Lord, the person who has his 
source m Brahman (Mu Up III 1 3) and That which 
the wise regard as the source of all beings (Mu Up I 1, 
6) For that the word c source denotes the material cause 
is well known from the use of ordinary language the 
earth, for instance is called the yoni of trees and herbs 
In some places indeed the word yont means not source but 
merely place so, for instance, m the mantra, A yont, O 
Indra, was made for you to sit down upon {Rtk. Sa»h 
1 , 104 1) But that in the passage quoted it means * source 
follows from a complementary passage As the spider sends 
forth and draws in its threads,* &c — It is thus proved that 
Brahman is the material cause of the world — Of the ob- 
jection, finally, that in ordinary life the activity of operative 
causal agents only, such as potters and the like is preceded 
by reflection, we dispose by the remark that as the matter 
m hand is not one which can be known through inferential 
reasoning ordinary experience cannot be used to settle it 
For the knowledge of that matter we rather depend on 
Scripture altogether and hence Scripture only has to be 
appealed to And that Scripture teaches that the Lord 
who reflects before creation is at the same time the material 
cause, we have already explained The subject will, more- 
over, be discussed more fully later on 

28 Hereby all (the doctrines concerning the 
origin of the world which are opposed to the 
Vedinta) are explained, are explained 

The doctrine according to which the piadhztna is the 
cause of the world has, m the Sfttras beginning with I 
l 5» been again and again brought forward and refuted 
The chief reason for the special attention given to that 
doctrine is that the Vedanta-texts contain some passages 
which, to people deficient in mental penetration, may 
appear to contain inferential marks pointing to it- The 
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doctrine, moreover stands somewhat near to the VedAnta 
doctrine since like the latter it admits the non difference 
of cause and effect, and it, moreover, has been accepted by 
some of the authors of the Dharma sfttras such as Devala 
and so on For all these reasons we have taken special 
trouble to refute the pradhAna doctrine without paying 
much attention to the atomic and other theories These 
latter theories, however, must likewise be refuted as they 
also are opposed to the doctrine of Brahman being the 
general cause, and as slow minded people might think that 
they also nre referred to in some Vedic passages Hence 
the SfitrakAra formally extends, in the above Sfitra, the 
refutation already accomplished of the pradhAna doctrine 
to all similar doctrines which need not be demolished in 
detail after their great protagonist, the pradhAna doctrine, 
has been so completely disposed of They also are, firstly, 
not founded on any scriptural authority and are, secondly, 
directly contradicted by various Vedic passages. — The 
repetition of the phrase are explained is meant to in- 
timate that the end of the adhyAya has been reached 


SECOND ADHYAYA 
FIRST PADA. 

Reverence to the highest SeleI 

i If it be objected that (from the doctrine ex 
pounded hitherto) there would result the fault of 
there being no room for (certain) Snmtis , we do 
not admit that objection, because (from the rejection 
of our doctrine) there would result the fault of want 
of room for other Smrztis 

It has been shown in the first adhydya that the omniscient 
Lord of all is the cause of the ongin of this world in the 
same way as day is the material cause of jars and gold of 
golden ornaments , that by his rulership he is the cause of 
the subsistence of this world once originated just as the 
magician is the cause of the subsistence of the magical 
illusion and that he lastly is the cause of this emitted 
world being finally reabsorbed into his essence just as the 
four classes of creatures are reabsorbed into the earth It 
has further been proved by a demonstration of the connected 
meaning of all the Veddnta texts, that the Lord is the Self 
of all of us. Moreover the doctrines of the pradhdna and 
so on being the cause of this world have been refuted as 
not being scriptural — The purport of the second adhydya, 
which we now begin is to refute the objections (to the 
doctrine established hitherto) which might be founded on 
Smrsti and Reasoning and to show that the doctrines of the 
pradhdna, &c have only fallacious arguments to lean upon 
and that the different Vedanta texts do not contradict one 
another with regard to the mode of creation and similar 
topics. — The first point is to refute the objections based on 
Smrrti 

Your doctrine (the purvapakshto says) that the o“* "eot 
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Brahman only is the cause this world cannot be main- 
tained, because there results from it the fault of there 
being no room foi (certain) Sm^tis Such Smr/tis aie the 
one called Tantra which was composed by a rzshi and 
is accepted by authoritative persons, and other Smrztis 
based on it 1 , for all of which there would be no room if 
your interpretation of the Veda were the true one For 
they all teach that the non-intelligent pmdhana is the 
independent cause of the woild There is indeed room (a 
raison d £tre) for Smrztis like the Manu sm^zti which 
give information about matters connected With the whole 
body of religious duty characterised by injunction 2 and 
comprising the agmhotra and similar performances They 
tell us at what time and with what rites the members of the 
different castes are to be initiated how the Veda has to be 
studied in what way the cessation of study has to take 
place , how marriage has to be performed, and so on They 
further lay down the manifold religious duties beneficial to 
man of the four castes and drramas 3 The K&pila Sm^ti 
on the other hand and similar books are not concerned with 
things to be done, but were composed with exclusive refer- 
ence to perfect knowledge as the means of final release If 
then no room were left for them in that connexion also they 
would be altogether purposeless and hence we must explain 
the Ved&nta texts in such a manner as not to bring them 
into conflict with the Smrztis mentioned 4 — But how some 
body may ask the purvapakshin can the eventual fault of 
there being left no room for certain Smrztis be used as an 
objection against that sense of 5 ruti which — from various 

1 The Srarm called Tantra is the Sankhyaj&stra as taught by 
Kapila the Smr*ti writers depending on him are Asura Tawiasikha, 
and others 

1 M!m£ms£ St I 1 a todanSlakshatfo rtho dharmaA Com 
mentary AodanS lti knyay&A pravartakazs vaianam ahuA 

* Purushfctha, in opposition to the rules referred to in the 
preceding sentence which are knatvartha 3 e the acting according 
to which secures the proper performance of certain rites 

4 It having been decided by the Pfirva Mim§sws& already that 
SmrxtH contradicted by Srmi are to be disregarded 
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reasons as detailed under 1 , 1 and ff —has been ascertained 
by us to be the true one, viz that the omniscient Brahman 
alone is the cause of the world J — Our objection, the pdr 
vapakshm replies, will perhaps not appear valid to persons 
of independent thought , but as most men depend in their 
reasonings on others and are unable to ascertain by them- 
selves the sense of .Sruti they naturally rely on Smntis, 
composed by celebrated authorities, and try to arrive at the 
sense of .Sruti with their assistance , while, owing to their 
esteem for the authors of the Smntis, they have no trust m 
our explanations. The knowledge of men like Kapila 
Smrzti declares to have been nshi like and unobstructed 
and moreover there is the following .Siuti passage, * It is he 
who, in the beginning, bears in his thoughts the son, the 
«shi kapila 1 whom he wishes to look on whi'e he is bora ’ 
(Sve Up V, 3} Hence their opinion cannot be assumed 
to be erroneous, and as they moreover strengthen their 
position by argumentation, the objection remains valid, and 
we must therefore attempt to explain the VedSnta-texts in 
conformity with the Smntis 

This objection we dispose of by the remark, ' It is not so 
because therefrom would result the fault of want of room 
for other Smntis * — If you object to the doctrme of the Lord 
being the cause of the world on the ground that it would 
render certain Smntis purposeless;, you thereby render 
purposeless other Smrztis which declare themselves in 
favour of the said doctrine These latter Smrvti-texts we 
will quote m what follows In one passage the highest 
Brahman is introduced as the subject of discussion, * That 
which is subtle and not to be known , the text then goes 
on * That is the internal Self of the creatures, their soul/ 
and after that remarks ‘From that sprang the Unevolved, 
consisting of the three gumas, O best of Bf&hma«as, 
And in another place it is said that the Unevolvcd is 


1 On the meaning of ‘ kapila ’ in the above passage, compare die 
Introduction to the Upanighads, translated by Max Mttller, voL 1^ 
p. sxxvai ff,— As w2i be seen later on, -Sankara, m thre bb&hya, 
takes the Kapda referred to to be some r*hi 
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dissolved m the Person devoid of qualities, O Br 4 h 
ma«a — Thus we read also in the Purcl/ia 'Hear thence 
this short statement The ancient N 4 r 4 ya«a is all this 
he produces the creation at the due time and at the 
time of reabsorption he consumes it again And so 
in the Bhagavadgitd also (VII, 6), * I am the origin and 
the place of reabsorption of the whole world And 
Apastamba too says with reference to the highest Self 
‘From him spring all bodies he is the primary cause 
he is eternal he is unchangeable’ (Dharma Sutra I 8, 
23, 2 ) In this way Smrrti, m many places, declares the 
Lord to be the efficient as well as the material cause 
of the world As the pflrvapakshm opposes us on the 
ground of Smrrti we reply to him on the ground of Smrrti 
only hence the line of defence taken up in the Siltra Now 
it has been shown already that the .Sruti texts aim at con 
veying the doctrine that the Lord is the universal cause and 
as wherever different Smrrtis conflict those maintaining one 
view must be accepted while those which maintain the 
opposite view must be set aside, those Smrrtis which follow 
.Sruti are to be considered as authoritative while all others 
are to be disregarded , according to the Stitra met with in 
the chapter treating of the means of proof (MJm Sfttra I 3 
3), Where there is contradiction (between 5 ruti and Smrrti) 
(Smnti) is to be disregarded , in case of there beirg no 
(contradiction) (Smnti is to be recognised) as there is infer 
ence (of Smnti being founded on Sruti) — Norcan we assume 
that some persons are able to perceive supersensuous matters 
without .Sruti, as there exists no efficient cause for such per 
ception Nor again, can it he said that such perception 
may be assumed m the case of Kapila and others who 
possessed supernatural powers and consequently unob- 
structed power of cognition For the possession of super- 
natural powers itself depends on the performance of religious 
duty and religious duty is that which is characterised by 
injunction 1 , hence the sense of injunctions (1 e. of the Veda) 


1 I e. religious duty 1$ known only from the injunctive passages 
of the Veda. 
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which is established first must not be fancifully interpreted 
in reference to the dicta of men ‘established (i e made 
perfect and therefore possessing supernatural powers) after 
wards only Moreover, even if those perfect men were 
accepted as authorities to be appealed to still as there are 
many such pei feet men we should have in all those cases 
where the Smrztis conti adict each other in the manner 
described, no other means of final decision than an appeal 
to -Sruti — As to men destitute of the power of inde 
pendent judgment we are not justified in assuming that 
they will without any leason attach themselves to some 
particular Smriti for if mens inclinations were so alto 
gether unregulated truth itself would owing to the 
multiformity of human opinion, become unstable We 
must therefore try to lead their judgment in the 
right way by pointing out to them the conflict of the 
Smrztis and the distinction founded on some of them 
following .Sruti and others not — The scriptural passage 
which the purvapakshin has quoted as proving the eminence 
of Kapila s knowledge would not justify us in believing in 
such doctrines of Kapila (1 e of some Kapila) as are contrary 
to Sci ipture for that passage mentions the bare name of 
Kapila (without specifying which Kapila is meant) and we 
meet m tradition with another Kapila, w the one who 
burned the sons of Sagara and had the surname V&sudeva, 
That passage moreover, serves another purpose (viz the 
establishment of the doctrine of the highest Self; and has on 
that account no force to prove what is not proved by any 
other means (viz the supereminence of Kapila s know 
ledge.) On the other hand we have a -Sruti passage which 
proclaims the excellence of Manu 1 viz ‘Whatever Manu 
said is medicine (Taitt. Sa*«h II, * io 2) Manu himself, 
where he glorifies the seeing of the one Self in everything 
( he who equally sees the Self m all bangs and all beings 
in the Self he as a sacrificer to the Self attains self- 


1 After it has been shown that Kapila the dvaitav&dra is not 
mentioned in »$ruti, it is now shown that Manu the sarv&tmav&diu is 
mentioned there. 
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luminfmsness, i e becomes Brahman Mann Smxzti XII, 
9 r), implicitly blames the doctrine of Kapila. For Kapila, 
by acknowledging a plurality of Selfs does not admit the 
doctrine of there being one universal Self In the Mahi- 
bhcirata also the question is raised whether there are many 
persons (souls) or one , thereupon the opinion of others is 
mentioned There are many persons O King according to 
the Sankhya and Yoga philosophers that opinion is contro- 
verted just as there is one place of origin (viz the earth) 
for many persons so I will proclaim to you that universal 
person raised by his qualities and finally it is declared 
that there is one universal Self * He is the internal Self of 
me of thee, and of all other embodied beings the internal 
witness of all not to be apprehended by any one He the 
all headed, all armed all footed all-eyed alt nosed one 
moves through all beings according to his will and 
liking’ And Scripture also declares that there is one 
universal Self, When to a man who understands the Self 
has become all things what sorrow what trouble can 
there be to him who once beheld that unity? (ts Up 
7) and other similar passages All which proves that the 
system of Kapila contradicts the Veda and the doctrine of 
Maim who follows the Veda, by its hypothesis of a plurality 
of Selfs also not only by the assumption of an independent 
pradhdna The au*hontativeness of the Veda with regard 
to the matters stated by it is independent and direct, just 
as the light of the sun is the direct means of our knowledge 
of form and colour the authontativeness of human dicta, on. 
the other hand, is of an altogether different kind, as it 
depends on an extraneous basis (viz the Veda) and is (not 
immediate but) mediated by a chain of teachers and 
tradition 

Hence the circumstance that the result (of our doctrine) 
is want of room for certain Smrrtis, with regard to matters 
contradicted by the Veda furnishes no valid objection. — 
An additional reason for this our opinion is supplied by the 
following Sfitra. 

2 And on account of the non perception of the 
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others (i e the effects of the pradh&na, according 
to the S&nkhya system) 

The principles different from the pradhAna, but to be 
viewed as its modifications which the (Sankhya) Smnti 
assumes as, for instance the great principle, are perceived 
neither in +he Veda nor in ordinary experience Now things 
of the nature of the elements and the sense organs, which 
are well known from the Veda, as well as from experience, 
may be referred to m Smriti but with regard tothmgswhich, 
like Kapila s great principle are known neither from the Veda 
nor from experience — no more than for instance, the objects 
of a sixth sense — Smrzti is altogether impossible That some 
scriptural passages which apparently refer to such things 
as the great pr nciple have in reality quite a different 
meaning has already been shown under I, 4, 1 But if 
that part of Smrzh which is concerned with the effects 
(L e the great pi maple, and so on) is without authority* 
the part which refers to the cause (the pradhAna) wilt be 
do likewise This is what the Sutra means to say — We 
have thus established a second reason, proving that the 
circumstance of there being no room left for certain Smrztis 
does not constitute a valid objection to our doctrine — The 
weakness of the trust in reasoning (apparently favouring 
the SAnkbya doctrine) will be shown later on under II, 1, 
4ff 

3 Thereby the Yoga (Srnmi) is refuted 

This Sfttra extends the application of the preceding argu 
mentation, and remarks that by the refutation of the 
SAnkhya sm«ti the Yoga smnti also is to he considered 
as refuted, for the latter also assumes m opposition to 
Scripture, a pradhAna as the independent cause of the world, 
and the great principle, &c. as its effects altnough neither 
the Veda nor common experience favour these views — But, 
if the same reasoning applies to the Yoga also the latter 
system is already disposed of by the previous arguments , 
of what use then is it formally to extend them to the 
Yoga ? (as the Shtra does }— We reply that here an ad- 
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ditional cause of doubt presents itself the practice of Yoga 
being enjoined m the Veda as a means of obtaining perfect 
knowledge so, for instance Bn Up 11,4 5 ‘(The Self) is 
to be heard, to be thought, to be meditated upon 1 * ' In 
the Jvetirvatara Upamshad moreover we find various in- 
junctions of Yoga practice connected with the assumption 
of different positions of the body, &c so, for instance 
' Holding his body with its three erect parts even, &c (II 8) 

Further, we find very many passages in the Veda which 
(without expressly enioinmg it) point to the Yoga, as, for 
instance Ka Up II, 6, it, This, the firm holding back of 
the senses, is what is called Yoga , * ‘ Having received this 
knowledge and the whole rule of Yoga (Ka Up II, 6 
1 8 ) , and so on And in the Yoga rastra itself the passage 
‘ Now then Yoga, the means of the knowledge of truth,' &c 
defines the Yoga is a means of reaching perfect knowledge 
As thus one topic of the j&stra at least (viz the practice 
of Yoga) is shown to be authoritative the entire Yoga 
smnti will have to be accepted as unobjectionable, just 
as the Smnti referring to the ash/akds * — To this we reply 
that the formal extension (to the Yoga, of the arguments 
primarily directed against the SAnkhya) has the purpose 
of removing the additional doubt stated in the above lines , 
for in spite of a part of the Yoga smnti being authoritative 
the disagreement (between Smnti and .Sruti) on other topics 
remains as shown above — Although 3 there are many 
Smntis treating of the soul we have singled out for refu 
tation the SAnkhya and Yoga because they are widely 
known as offering the means for accomplishing the highest 

1 In which passage the phrase ‘to be meditated upon* (nidi 
dhy&si) indicates the act of mental concentration characteristic of 
the Yoga. 

1 The ash&kis (certain oblations to be made on the eighth days 
after the full moons of the seasons hemanta and jirira) furnish the 
stock illustration for the doctrine of the PfirvS Mim. that Sm«lt 
is authoritative in so far as it is based on .Smti 

* But why — it will be asked — do you apply yourself to the 
refutation of the S&nkhya and Yoga, only and not also to that of 
other Smnhs conflicting with the Ved&nta views? 
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end of man and have found favour with many competent 
persons Moreover their position is strengthened by a 
Vedic passage referring to them He who has known 
that cause which is to be apprehended by Sankhya and 
Yoga he is freed from all fetters (*SVe Up VI, 13) (The 
claims which on the ground of this last passage might be 
set up for the Sankhya and Vega smrztis in their entirety) 
we refute by the remark that the highest beatitude (the 
highest aim of man) is not to be attained by the know 
ledge of the Sankhya smrrti irrespective of the Veda nor 
by the road of Yoga practice For Scripture itself declares 
that there is no other means of obtaining the highest beati 
tude but the knowledge of the unity of the Self which is 
conveyed by the Veda, Over death passes only the man 
who knows him , there is no other path to go (Sve Up 
III 8). And the S&nkhya and Yoga-systems maintain 
duality, do not discern the unity of the Self In the 
passage quoted ( That cause which is to be apprehended 
by S&nkhya and Yoga ) the terms ‘ SAnkhya and Yoga 
denote Vedic knowledge and meditation as we infer from 
proximity 1 We willingly allow room for those portions 
of the two systems which do not contradict the Veda In 
their description of the soul for mstance as free from all 
qualities the SSnkhyas are in harmony with the Veda 
which teaches that the person (purusha) is essentially pure 
cp Bn. Up IV 3 l5 For that person is not attached to 
anything The Yoga again in giving rules for the con- 
dition of the wandering religious mendicant admits that 
state of retirement from the concerns of life which is known 
from scriptural passages such as the following one Then 
the panvr&gaka with discoloured (yellow) dress shaven, 
without any possessions,* &c (G&b&la Upan IV) 

The above remarks will serve as a reply to the claims 
of all argumentative $nv?tis If it be said that those 
Smntis also assist, by argumentation and proof, the cogni- 
tion of truth we do not object to so much but we maintain 


1 I e from the fact of these terms being employed In a passage 
standing dose to other passages which refer to Vedic knowledge. 
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all the same that the truth can be known fiotn the Vedinta- 
texts only as is stated by scriptural passages such as 
None who does not know the "Veda perceives that great 
one (Taitt Br HI 1297) I now ask thee that peison 
taught m the Lpamshads (B^z Up III 9 26) and others 

4 (Brahman can) not (be the cause of the world) 
on account of the difference of character of that 
(viz the world) and its being such (i e different 
from Brahman) ("we learn) from Scripture 

The objections founded on Smrzti against the doctrine 
of Brahman being the efficient and the material cause of 
this world have been lefuted, we now proceed to lefute 
those founded on Reasoning — But (to raise an objection at 
the outset) how is there room for objections founded on 
Reasoning after the sense of the sacred texts has once been 
settled? The sacred texts are certainly to be considered 
absolutely authoritative with regard to Brahman as well 
as with regard to religious duty (dharma) — (To this the 
pOrvapakshin replies) The analogy between Brahman and 
dharma would hold good if the matter m hand were to be 
known thiough the holy texts only and could not be ap 
proached by the other means of right knowledge also 
In the case of religious duties, 1 e things to be done we 
indeed entirely depend on Scripture But now we are 
concerned with Brahman which is an accomplished existing 
thing and in the case of accomplished things theie is room 
for other means of right knowledge also as for instance, 
the case of earth and the other elements shows And 
just as in the case of several conflicting scriptural passages 
wg explain all of them m such a manner as to make them 
accord with one so Sruti if in conflict with other means 
of right knowledge, has to be bent so as to accord with 
the letter Moreover, Reasoning, which enables us to infer 
something not actually perceived m consequence of its 
having a certain equality of attributes with what is actually 
perceived stands nearer to perception than 5ruti which 
conveys its sense by tradition merely And the knowledge 
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of Brahman which discards Nescience and effects final 
release terminates in a perception (vir the intuition — 
sfiksh&tk&ra — of Brahman) and as such must be assumed 
to have a seen result (not an unseen one like dharma ) 1 
Moreover the scuptural passage * He is to be heard, to 
be thought’ enjoins thought in addition to hearing, and 
thereby shows that Reasoning also is to be resorted to 
with regai d to Brahman Hence an objection founded on 
Reasoning is set forth Not so, on account of the difference 
of nature of this (effect) — The Veddntic opinion that the 
intelligent Brahman is the material cause of this world 
is untenable because the effect would in that case be of 
an altogether different chaiacter from the cause For 
this world which the VedSiitin considers as the effect 
of Brahman, is perceived to be non intelligent and 1m 
pure, consequently different m character from Brahman 
and Brahman again is declared by the sacied texts to be 
of a character different fiom the world, vi 7 intelligent 
and pure But things of an altogether different character 
cannot stand to each other m the relation of material 
cause and effect Such effects for instance, asfgolden orna 
ments do not have earth for thetr material cause nor is 

1 The cogiunon of Brahman terminates in an act of anubhava 
hence as it has been shown that leasomng is more closely con 
nected with anubhava than *SVuti Is we have the right to apply 
reasoning to -Sruti — Ananda Gin. comments on the passage from 
annbhavSvasinam as follows brahmasltksh&tk&rasya mokshopS- 
yatayi pr&dh&ny&t tafra jabdld api parpkshagoiarid aparoksb&r- 
thas&dharmyagoAaras tarko ntarangam id tasyaiva balavatvam ity 
arthaA AitihyamStreaa prav£dap&ramparyam&trettaparokshatayeti 
yfivat Annbhavasya pridhanye tarkasyoktanydyena tasminn an 
tarangajtvSd Sgamasya b. bahirangatvSd antarangabahnangayor 
antarangam balavad ity nydy&d uktam tarkasj a balavattvam 
AnubhavapradhfLnyas? tu n&dyftpi siddham ity SjankylhSnubhaveti 
Nanu Brabma^&naw vaidikatvSd dharmavad adrjsh/aphalam 
esh&vyam tat kuto * sydnubhavavasInSvidySni vartakatvam tatraha 
moksheti. AdhishMrasiUeshdtkfoasya iuktyfidifA&ne tadavidyitat 
Mryanivartakaivwdn sb teh, brahma^Mnasy&pi tarkavaiid asatnbhA 
vanadhnr£sadv 4 r& s§ksb|tHrfivas$jdnas tadavidy£dinrvartakatve 
aaiva muktibetnteb nfidneh&phaktety arthaA. 
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gold the material cause of earthen yessels , but effects of 
an earthy nature originate from earth and effects of the 
nature of gold from gold In the same manner this world 
which is non intelligent and comprises pleasure, pain, and 
dulness, can only be the effect of a cause itself non in 
telbgent and made up of pleasure, pam, and dulness , but 
not of Brahman which is of an altogether different character 
The difference in character of this world from Brahman 
must be understood to be due to its impurity and its want 
of intelligence It is impure because being itself made 
up of pleasure, pain and dulness, it is the cause of delight, 
grief, despondency, &c , and because it comprises in itself 
abodes of various character such as heaven, hell, and so on 
It is devoid of intelligence because it is observed to stand 
to the intelligent principle m the relation of subserviency, 
being the instrument of its activity For the relation of 
subserviency of one thing to another is not possible on 
the basis of equality , two lamps for instance cannot be 
said to be subservient to each other (both being equally 
luminous) — But, it will be said, an intelligent instrument 
also might be subservient to the enjoying soul, just as 
an intelligent servant is subservient to his master — 
This analogy, we reply, does not hold good, because in the 
case of servant and master also only the non intelligent 
element m the former is subservient to the intelligent 
master For a being endowed with intelligence subserves 
another intelligent being only with the non-intelligent part 
belonging to it, viz. its internal organ, sense organs, &a , 
while in so far as it is intelligent 'itself it acts neither for 
nor against any other being For the S&rikhyas are of 
opinion that the intelligent beings (1 e. the souls) are in 
capable of either taking in 01 giving out anything 1 , and 
afe non-active Hence that only which is devoid of in- 
telligence can be an instrument. Nor s is there anything 

1 Nirattfayjii, upa^anSpSyadbarmarfinyatvatt nuatisayatvam 
An Gu 

* A sentence replying to the posable objection that the world, 
as being the effect of the intelligent Brahman might itself be 
intelligent. 
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to show that things like pieces of wood and clods of earth 
are of an intelligent nature on the contrary the dichotomy 
of all things which exist into such as are intelligent and 
such as are non intelligent is well established This world 
therefore cannot have its matenal cause in Brahman from 
which it is altogether different in character — Here some- 
body might argue as follows Scripture tells us that this 
world has onginated from an intelligent cause, therefore, 
starting from the observation that the attributes of the cause 
survive in the effect I assume this whole world to be in 
telligent The absence of manifestation of intelligence 
(in this world) is to be ascribed to the particular nature of 
the modification 1 J ust as undoubtedly intelligent beings do 
not manifest their intelligence in certain states such as sleep 
swoon &c so the intelligence of wood and earth also is 
not manifest (although it exists) In consequence of this 
difference produced by the manifestation and non mam 
festation of intelligence (in the case of men, animals, &c , on 
the one side and wood stones, &c on the other side) and 
in consequence of form, colour and the like being present m 
the one case and absent in the other nothing prevents the 
instruments of action (earth wood &c) from standing to 
the souls in the relation of a subordinate to a superior thing 
although in reality both are equally of an intelligent nature 
And just as such substances as flesh broth pap and the 
like may owing to their individual differences stand in the 
1 elation of mutual subserviency, although fundamentally 
they are all of the same nature viz mere modifications of 
earth so it will be m the case under discussion also with- 
out there being done any violence to the well known 
distinction (of beings intelligent and non intelligent) — This 
reasoning — the phrvapakshm replies — if valid might remove 
to a certain extent that difference of character between 


1 In the case of things commonly considered non intelligent, 
intelligence is not influenced by an internal organ, and on that 
account remains unperceived samaste £agati sato pi iaitanyasya 
tatra tatrfbta^karanapannajnanupartgid anupalabdhir aviruddM 
An Gx. 
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Brahman and the world which is due to the circumstance 
of the one being intelligent and the other non intelligent , 
there would however still remain that other difference which 
results from the fact that the one is pure and the other 
impure But m reality the argumentation of the objector 
does not even remove the first named difference as is 
declared m the latter part of the Sfitra And its being such 
we learn from Scripture For the assumption of the in- 
tellectuality of the entire world — which is supported neither 
by perception nor by inference &c — must be considered 
as testing on Scripture only in so far as the lattei speaks 
of the world as having originated from an intelligent cause 
but that scuptural statement itself is contradicted by other 
texts which declare the world to be of such a nature, 

I e of a nature different fiom that of its material cause 
For the scriptural passage, ‘ It became that which is know 
ledge and that which is devoid of knowledge (Taitt Up 

II 6) which teaches that a certain class of beings is of a 
non intelligent nature intimates thereby that the non Intel 
ligentworld is differentfrom the intelligent Brahman — But — 
somebody might again object — the sacred texts themselves 
sometimes speak of the elements and the bodily organs 
which are generally considered to be devoid of intelligence 
as intelligent beings The following passages for instance 
attribute intelligence to the elements. The earth spoke 

The waters spoke (.Sat Br VI 1 3 2 4) and, again, 
Fire thought ‘ Water thought {Kh Up VI 3 3 4) 
Other texts attribute intelligence to the bodily organs 
These pra«as when quarrelling together as to who was the 
best went to Brahman (Brt Up VI, 1 7), and again 
They said to Speech Do thou sing out foi us (Brr Up 
I 3 3) — To this objection the purvapakshin replies in the 
following Sutra 

5 But (there takes place) denotation of the super- 
intending (deities) on account of the difference and 
the connexion. 

The word but discards the doubt d. Wc arc 
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not entitled to base the assumption of the elements and 
the sense organs being of an intellectual nature on such 
passages as the earth spoke, &c because ‘-there takes 
place denotation of that which presides In the case of 
actions like speaking disputing and so on, which require 
intelligence the scriptural passages denote not the mere 
material elements and organs, but rather the intelligent 
divinities which pieside over earth, &c on the one hand, 
and Speech &c , on the other hand And why so ? ‘On 
account of the difference and the connexion The 
difference is the one previously referred to between the 
enjoying souls, on the one hand, and the material elements 
and organs' on the other hand, which is founded on the 
distinction between intelligent and non intelligent beings , 
that difference would not be possible if all beings were 
intelligent Moreover the Kaushitakins in their account of 
the dispute of the prSiras make express use of the word 
* divinities in order to preclude the idea of the mere material 
organs being meant and in order to include the super 
intending intelligent beings They say, The deities con- 
tending with each for who was the best * and, again, ‘ All 
these deities having recognised the pre eminence in pr«uu' 
(Kau Up II,I4) — And secondly. Mantras, Arthavidas, 
Itib&sas Pur£#as, &. c all declare that intelligent presiding 
divinities are connected with everything Moreover such 
scriptural passages as ‘ Agm having become Speech entered 
into the mouth’ (Ait Ar II, 4, a, 4) show that each 
bodily organ is connected with its own favouring divinity 
And m the passages supplementary to the quarrel of the 
pr&nas we read m one place how for the purpose of 
settling their relative excellence, they went to Pr^Apati, 
and how they settled their quarrel on the ground of presence 
and absence, each of them, as Pragipati had advised, de- 
parting from the body foi some time ( They went to their 
father Pragtpati and said, &c , Kk Up V, J, 7) , and in 
another place it is said that they made an offering to pra«a 
{Bft Up VI, 1 13) &c all of them proceedings which are 
analogous to those of men, &c, and therefore strengthen 
the hypothesis that the text refers to the superintending 
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deities In the case of such passages as, * Fire thought 
we must assume that +he thought spoken of is that of 
the highest deity which is connected with its effects as 
s. superintending principle —From all this it follows that 
this world is different w nature from Brahman, and hence 
cannot have it for its material cause. 

To this objection raised by the pftrvapaksain the next 
Sfitra replies 

6 But it is seen 

The word ‘ but discards the pflrvapaksha 

Your assertion that this world cannot have originated 
from Brahman on account of the difference of its character 
is not founded on an absolutely true tenet For we see 
that from man who is acknowledged to be intelligent non- 
mtelJigent things such as hair and nails originate and that, 
on the other hand from avowedly non-intelligent matter, 
such as cow-dung scorpions and similar animals are pro- 
duced — But— to stale an objection — the real cause of the 
non intelligent hair and nails is the human body which is 
itself non intelligent, and the non-intelligent bodies only of 
scorpions are the effects of non intelligent dung — Even 
thus we reply, there remains a difference in character 
(bet weai the cause for instance, the dung and the effect, 
for instance the body of the scorpion}, hi so far as some 
non intelligent matter (the body) is the abode of an 
intelligent principle (the scorpion s soul), while other 
non intelligent matter (the dung) is not. Moreover the 
difference of nature — due to the cause passing over 
into the effect — between the bodies of men on the one 
side and hair and nails on the other side is on account 
of the divergence of colour form &c very considerable 
after all The same remark holds good with regard to 
cow dung and the bodies of scorpions &c If absolute 
equality were insisted on (in the case of one thing being 
the effect of another), the relation of material cause and 
effect (which after all requires a distinction of the two) 
would be annihilated If again it be remarked that in the 
case of men and hair as well as in that of scorpions and 
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cdw-dung there is one characteristic feature at least, which 
is found in the effect as Well as in the cause, viz the quality 
of being of an earthy nature we reply that m the case of 
Brahman and the world also one characteristic feature, viz 
that of existence (satti) is found in ether &c (which are 
the effects) as well as m Brahman (which is the cause) — 
He, moreover, who on he ground of the difference of the 
attributes tries to invalidate the doctnne of Brahman 
being the cause of the world must assert that he under 
stands by difference of attributes either the non-occurrence 
(in the world) of the entire complex of the characteristics 
of Brahman or the non occurrence of any (some or other) 
characteristic or the non-occurrence of the characteristic 
of intelligence The fast assertion would lead to the 
negation of the relation of cause and effect in general 
which relation is based on the fact of there being in the effect 
something over and above the cause (for if the two were 
absolutely identical they could not be distinguished) The 
second assertion is open to the charge of running countei 
to what is well known for as we have already remarked 
the characteristic quality of existence which belongs to 
Brahman is found likewise in ether and so on For the 
third assertion the requisite proving instances are wanting , 
for what instances could be brought forward against the 
upholder of Brahman, in order to prove the general 
assertion that whatever is devoid of intelligence is seen not 
to be an effect of Brahman ? (The upholder of Brahman 
would simply not admit any such instances) because he 
maintains that this entire complex of things has Brahman 
for its material cause And that all such assertions are 
contrary to Scripture, is clear, as we have already shown it 
to be the purport of Scripture that Brahman is the cause 
and substance of the world It has indeed been maintained 
by the pfirvapakshin that the other means of proof also 
(and not merely sacred tradition) apply to Br ahman on 
account of its being an accomplished entity (not something 
to be accomplished as religious duties are) but such ar 
assertion is entirely gratuitous For Brahman as being 
devoid of form and so on, cannot become an object of 
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perception and as there are m its case no characteristic 
marks (on which conclusions &c might be based) inference 
also and die other means of proof do not apply to it hut 
like religious duty it is to be known solely on the ground 
of holy tradition. Thus Scripture also declares, ‘That 
doctrine is not to be obtained by argument but when it is 
declared by another then O dearest ' it is easy to undei 
stand (Ka Up I 2 9) And again Who in truth knows 
it? Who could here proclaim it whence this creation 
sprang? (Rig-v Sainh X 129 6) These two mantras show 
that the cause of this world is not to be known even by 
divine beings (lsvara) 1 of extraordinary power and wisdom 
There are also the following Smrzti passages to the same 
effect Do not apply reasoning to those things which are 
uncognisable 2 3 Unevolved he is called uacogntsable 
unchangeable ‘Not the legions of the gods know my 
origin, not the great rishis For X myself am m everyway 
the origin of the gods and gieat rrshis (Bha Gi X %) 
— And if it has been maintained above that the scriptural 
passage enjoining thought (on Brahman) in addition to 
mere hearing (of the sacred texts treating of Brahman) 
shows that reasoning also is to be allowed its place we 
reply that the passage must not deceitfully be taken 
as enjoining bare independent ratiocination but must be 
understood to represent reasoning as a subordinate auxiliary 
of intuitional knowledge By reasoning of the latter type 
we may, for instance, arrive at the follow ng conclusions 
that because the state of dream and the waking state exclude 
each other the Self is not connected with those states 
that, as the soul in the state of deep sleep leaves the 
phenomenal world behind and becomes one with that 
whose Self is pure Being it has for its Self pure Being 
apart from the phenomenal world, that as the world 
springs from Brahman it cannot be separate from Brahman, 


1 On trvara m the above meaning compare Deussen p 69 

note 41 

3 The line prakriubhyaA param &c is wanting in all MSS 
1 have consulted 
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according to the pnnciple of the non difference of cause 
and effect &C . 1 The fallaciousness of mere reasoning will 
moreover be demonstrated latei on (II i, it) — He 2 , more 
over who merely on the ground of the sacred tradition 
about an intelligent cause of the world would assume this 
entire world to be of an intellectual nature would find room 
for the other scnptuial passage quoted above (‘ He became 
knowledge and what is devoid of knowledge ) which 
teaches a distinction of intellect and non intellect for 
he could avail himself of the doctnne of intellect being 
sometimes manifested and sometimes non manifested His 
antagonist on the othei hand (i e the S&nkhya) would not 
be able to make anything of the passage, for it distinctly 
teaches that the highest cause constitutes the Self of the 
entire world 

If then on account of difference of character that whicn 
is intelligent cannot pass over into what is non intelligent 
that also which is non intelligent (i e. in our case, the 
non intelligent pradh&na of the Sinkhyas) cannot pass over 
into what is intelligent — (So much for arguments sake) 
but apart from that, as the argument resting on difference 
of charactei has already been refuted we must assume an 
intelligent cause of the world in agreement with Scripture. 


1 Ananda Gin on the above passage j-rutySkankshitaw taruam 
eva man anavid hmsh ay am udaharati svapn&nteti Svapna^gantayor 
mitbovyabhi£&r&d £tmana£ svabhSvatas tadvattv&bhav&d avasthd 
dvayena tasya svato * sawpnktatvam ato ^ivaay&vastbdvatvena 
nllbrahmatvam ity arthaA T athSpi deh&ditad&tmyen&ttnano bh&van 
na miprapatflabrahmatety irankyaha santpraside klu Sail somya 
tada saanpanno bbavatfti jTuteA susbupte ni£prapa££asad£tmatv£va 
gained itmanas tathavidhabrahmatvasiddhir ity arthaA Dvaita- 
gr&hipratyaksh&divirodhat katham itmano dvitiyabrahmatvam ity 
irankya t^ggatv&dihetuni brahmatmktavastvabMvasiddher adhya 
ksh&hn&m at&tvavedakapr&m£«yad avirodhSd yuktam dtmano 
^dvitiyabrahmatvam ity Sha prapan&isyeti 

* Let us finally assume, merely for arguments sake that a 
vailakshanya of cause and effect is not admissible and enquire 
whether that assumption can be reconciled more easily with an 
nlelbgent or a non intelligent cause of the world. 
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7 If (it is said that the effect is) nonexistent 
(before its origination) , we do not allow that 
because it is a mere negation (without an object) 

If Brahman which is intelligent pure, and devoid of 
qualities such as sound and so on is supposed to be the 
cause of an effect which is of an opposite nature, 1 e 
non intelligent, impure possessing the qualities of sound 
&c it follow* 5 that the effect has to be considered as 
non existing before its actual origination But this con 
sequence cannot be acceptable to you — the Vedtntm — 
who maintain the doctrine of the effect existing in the 
cause already 

This objection of yours we reply is without any force, 
on account of its being a mere negation If you negative 
the existence of the effect previous to its actual origlna 
Uon your negation is a mere negation without an object to 
be negatived. The negation (implied in non existent ) 
can certainly not have Tor its object the existence of the 
effect previous to its origination since the effect must be 
viewed as existent through and in the Self of the cause, 
before its origination as well as after it for at the present 
moment also this effect does not exist independently apart 
from the cause according to such scriptural passages as 
Whosoever looks for anything elsewhere than m the Self 
is abandoned by everything (Br* Up II 4, 6 ) In so 
far on the other hand, as the effect exists through the Self 
of the cause its existence is the same before the actual be 
ginmng of the effect (as after it) — But Brahman which is 
devoid of qualities such as sound &c, is the cause of this 
world (possessing all those qualities) > — True but the effect 
with all its qualities does not exist without the Self of the 
cause either now or before the actual beginning (of the 
effect) hence it cannot be said that (according to our 
doctnne) the effect is non-existing before its actual begin 
mng — This point will be elucidated in detail in the section 
treating of the non-difference of cause and effect 

8 Oa account of such consequences at the time 
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of reabsorption (the doctrine maintained hitherto) 
is objectionable 

The pOrvapakshm raises further objections — If an effect 
which is distinguished by the qualities of grossness con 
sistmg of parts, absence of intelligence limitation, impurity 
&c is admitted to have Brahman for its cause, it follows 
that at the time of reabsorption (of the world into Brah 
man) the effect, by entering into the state of non-division 
from its cause mqumates the latter with its properties As 
therefore — on your doctrine — the cause {i e Brahman) as 
well as the effect is, at the time of reabsorption, character 
lsed by impurity and similar qualities the doctrine of the 
Upamshads according to which an omniscient Brahman is 
the cause of the world, cannot be upheld — -Another ob 
jeetion to that doctrine is that in consequence of all 
distinctions passing at the time of reabsorption into the 
state of non distinction there would be no special causes 
left at the time of a new beginning of the world and con 
sequently the new world could not arise with all the 
distinctions of enjoying souls, objects to be enjoyed and so 
on (which are actually observed to exist) — A third ob- 
jection is that if we assume the origin of a new world even 
after the annihilation of all works &c (which are the causes 
of a new world arising) of the enjoying souls which enter 
into the state of non difference from the highest Brahman, 
we are led to the conclusion that also those (souls) which 
have obtained final release again appear in the new world — 
If you finally say Well, let this world remain distinct from 
the highest Brahman even at the time of reabsorption, we 
reply that m that case a reabsorption will not take place 
at all, and that, moreover the effects existing separate 
from the cause is not possible — For all these reasons the 
Ved&nta doctrine is objectionable 

To this the next Sfitra replies. 

9 Not so as there are parallel instances 

There is nothing objectionable in our system — The 
objection that the effect when bang bed into its 
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cause would mquinate the latter with its qualities does not 
damage our position ‘because there are parallel instances 
1 e. because there are instances of effects not inquinatmg 
with their qualities the causes into which they are re 
absorbed Things for instance, made of day such as pots 
&c , which m their state of separate existence are of various 
descriptions do not, when they are reabsorbed into their 
orginal matter {1 e. clay), impart to the latter their in 
dividual qualities nor do golden ornaments impart their 
individual qualit'es t o their elementary material 1 e. gold, 
into which they may finally be reabsorbed. Nor does the 
fourfold complex of organic beings which springs from 
earth impart its qualities to the latter at the time of re- 
absorption You (1 e. the putvapakshm) on the other hand, 
have not any instances to quote m your favour For re 
absorption could not take place at all if the effect when 
passing back into its causal substance continued to subsist 
there with all its individual properties And 1 that in spite 
of the non-diflference of cause and effect the effect has its 
Self m the cause but not the cause m the effect is a point 
which we shall render clear later on under II 1, 14. 

Moreover the objection that the effect would impart its 
qualities to the cause at the time of reabsorption is formu 
lated too narrowly because the identity of cause and effect 
being admitted the same would take place during the time 
of the subsistence (of the effect previous to itsreabsorption) 
That the identity of cause and effect (of Brahman and the 
world) holds good indiscriminately with regard to all time 
(not only the time of reabsorption), is declared m many 
scriptural passages, as for instance, ‘This everything is that 
Self (Bn Up II 4, 6 ), The Self is all this (Kh Up 
VII $5 a) The immortal Brahman is this before (Mu 
Up II, a, n). All this is Brahman (Kh Up III 14,1) 

With regard to the case referred to in the Sruti passages 
we refute the assertion of the cause bang affected by the 

1 Nanu pralayakflle k&ryadharmju kta navatish/^eran na tarhi 
karanadhannl api Ushbieyus ta) or abhedat tatrih&nanyatve pftt 
An Gi 
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effect and its qualities by showing that the latter are the 
mere fallacious superunp os ltions of nescience, and the very 
same argument holds good with reference to reabsorption 
also — .We can quote other examples m favour of our 
doctrine. As the magician is not at any time affected by 
the magical illusion produced by himself, because it is un- 
real, so the highest Self is not affected by the world 
illusion. And as one dreaming person is not affected by 
the illusory visions of his dream because they do not 
accompany the waking state and the state of dreamless 
sleep so the one permanent witness of the three states 
(viz the highest Self which is the one unchanging vyitness of 
the creation, subsistence and reabsorption of the world) is 
not touched by the mutually exclusive three states For 
that the highest Self appears in those three states, is a mere 
illusion, not more, substantial than the snake for which the 
rope is mistaken in the twilight With reference to this point 
teachers knowing the true tradition of the Vedanta have 
made the following declaration When the individual soul 
which is held in the bonds of slumber by the beginningless 
Miyi awakes then it knows the eternal sleepless dream- 
less non duality (Gauzfap Kir I 16) 

So far we have shown that — on our doctrine — there is no 
danger of the cause being affected at the time of reabsorp- 
tion by the qualities of the effect such as grossness and the 
like. — With regard to the second objection, viz. that if we 
assume all distinctions to pass (at the time of reabsorption) 
into the state of non distinction thfere would be no special 
reason for the origin of a new world affected with dis- 
tinctions we likewise refer to the existence of parallel 
instances For the case is parallel to that of deep sleep 
and trance In those states also the soul enters into an 
essential condition of non distinction nevertheless, wrong 
knowledge being not yet finally overcome, the old state of 
distinction re-establishes itself as soon as the soul awakes 
from its sleep or trance. Compare the scriptural passage, 
‘Ail these creatures when they have become merged in 
the True, know not that they are merged in the True 
Whatever these creaZu-es are here, whether a lion or a 



II aphyaya i pAda io 


o*3 


wolf or a boar or a worm or a midge or a gnat or a 
musquito, that they become again {Kh. Up VI 9 a 3) 
For just as during the subsistence of the world the pfae 
nomenon of multifarious distinct existence based on wrong 
knowledge proceeds unimpeded like the vision of a dream, 
although there is only one highest Self devoid of all dis 
tmction so, we conclude there lemams even after re- 
absorption the power of distinction (potential distinction) 
founded on wrong knowledge — Herewith the objection 
that— according to our doctrine — even the finally released 
souls would be born again is already disposed of They 
will not be born again because in their case wrong Know 
ledge nas been entirely discarded by perfect knowledge 
— The last altematne finally (which the ptirvapakshui had 
lepresented as open to the Ved&ntin) viz that even at the 
time of reabsorption the world should remain distinct from 
Brahman, precludes itself because it is not admitted by the 
Ved&ntws themselves. — Hence the system founded on the 
Upamshads is in every way unobjectionable 

10 And because the objections (raised by the 
Sankhya against the Vedanta doctrine) applv to his 
view also 

The doctrine of our opponent is liable to the very same 
objections which he urges against us viz in the following 
manner — The objection, that this world cannot have 
sprung from Brahman on account of its difference of 
character applies no less to the doctnne of the pradMna 
being the cause of the world for that doctrine also ass imes 
that from a pradh&na devoid of sound and other qualities a 
world is produced which possesses those very qualities. 
The beginning of an effect different in character being thus 
admitted, the Sankhya is equally driven to the doctnne 
that before the actual beginning the effect was non existent 
And moreover it being admitted (by the S&nhhya also) 
that at the time of reabsorption the effect passes back into 
the state of non distinction from the cause the case of 
the SSnkhya here also is the same as ours -‘-And, further, if 
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(as the SAnkhya also must admit) at the time of reabsorp 
tion the diifcrences of all the special effects are obliterated 
and pass mto a state of general non distinction, the special 
fixed conditions which previous to reabsorption were the 
causes of the different worldly existence of each soul can 
at the time of a new creation, no longer be determined 
there being no cause for them , and if yon assume them to 
be determined without a cause you are driven to the 
admission that even the released souls have to re-enter a 
state of bondage, there being equal absence of a cause (m 
the case of the released aud the non released souls) And 
if you try to avoid this conclusion by assuming that at the 
time of reabsorption some individual differences pass into 
the state of non distinction others not we reply that in 
that case the latter could not be considered as effects of the 
pradhana 1 — It thus appears that all those difficulties (raised 
by the Sinkhya) app’y to both views, and cannot therefore 
be urged against either only But as either of the two 
doctrines must necessarily be accepted we are strengthened 
— by the outcome of the above discussion — in the opinion 
that the alleged difficulties are no real difficulties 2 

li If it be said that in consequence of the ill 
foundedness of reasoning we must frame our con- 
clusions otherwise , (we reply that) thus also there 
would result non-release 

In matters to be known from Scripture mere reasoning is 
not to be relied on for the following reason also As the 
thoughts of man are altogether unfettered reasoning which 
disregards the holy texts and rests on individual opinion 
only has no proper foundation We see how arguments, 
which some clever men had excogitated with great pains, 
are shown by people still more ingenious to be fallacious, and 
how the aiguments of the latter again are refuted m their turn 

* For if they are effects of the pradh&na they must as such be 
reabsorbed into it at the tune of general reabsorption 

1 And that the Vedanta view is preferable because the nullity of 
the has already been ed in us 
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ay other men , so that, on account of the diversity of men s 
Dpinions it is impossible to accept mere reasoning as having 
a sure foundation N01 can -we get over this difficulty by 
accepting as well-founded the reasoning of some person of 
recognised mental eminence may he now be Kapfla or any 
body else since we observe that even men of the most 
undoubted mental eminence such as Kapila K.a#!lda and 
other founders of philosophical schools, have contradicted 
one another 

But (our adversary may here be supposed to say), we will 
fashion our reasoning otherwise, 1 e in such a manner as 
not to lay it open to the charge of having no proper foun 
dation You cannot after all maintain that no reasoning 
whatever is well founded for you yourself can found your 
assertion that reasoning has no foundation on reasoning only , 
your assumption being that because some arguments are seen 
to be devoid of foundation other arguments as belonging to 
the same class are likewise devoid of foundation. Moreover 
if all reasoning were unfounded the whole course of practical 
human life would have to come to an end. For we see that 
men act, with a view to obtaining pleasure and avoiding 
pam in the future time on the assumption that the past, the 
present, and the future are uniform —Further in the case of 
passages of Scripture (apparently) contradicting each other r 
the ascertainment of the real sense, which depends on a 
preliminary refutation of the apparent sense can be effected 
only by an accurate definition of the meaning of sentences 
and that involves a piocess of reasoning Thus Manu also 
expresses himself Perception, inference and the rostra 
according to the various traditions this triad is to be known 
well by one desiring dearness in regard to right. — He who 
applies reasoning not contradicted by the Veda to the Veda 
and the (Smnti) doctrine of law, he and no other, knows the 
law (Manu Smnti XII 105 106) And that ‘want of 
foundation , to which you object really constitutes the beauty 
of reasoning because it enables us to arrive at unobjection 
able arguments by means of the previous refutation o 
objectionable arguments 1 (No fear that because th< 

* The whole style of of the would b 
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pflrvapaksha is ill-founded the siddMnta should be ill 
founded too ) for there is no valid reason to maintain that 
a man must be stupid because his elder bi other was stupid 
— For all these reasons the want of foundation cannot be 
used as an argument against reasoning 

Against this argumentation we remark that thus also 
there results want of release For although with regard 
to some things reasoning is observed to be well founded 
with regard to the matter in hand there will result want of 
release, viz of the reasoning fiom this very fault of ill 
foundedness. The true natuie of the cause of the world 
on which final emancipation depends cannot } on account of 
its excessive abstruseness even be thought of without the 
help of the holy texts , for, as already remarked it cannot 
become the object of perception because it does not possess 
qualities such as form and the like and as it is devoid of 
characteristic signs it does not lend itself to inference and 
the other means of right knowledge —Or else (if we adopt 
another explanation o f the word avimoksha ) all those who 
teach the final release of the soul are agreed that it results 
from perfect knowledge Perfect knowledge has the cha 
racteristic mark of uniformity, because it depends on accom- 
plished actually existing things, for whatever thing is 
permanently of one and the same nature is acknowledged 
to be a true or real thing and knowledge conversant about 
such is called perfect knowledge, as, for instance, the 
knowledge embodied in the proposition * fire is hot Now, 
it is clear that in the case of perfect knowledge a mutual 
conflict of men s opinions is impossible But that cognitions 
founded on reasoning do conflict is generally known for 
wc continually observe that what one logician endeavouis 
to establish as perfect knowledge is demolished by another 
who, m his turn is treated alike by a third How therefore 
can knowledge which is founded on reasoning, and whose 
object is not something permanently uniform be perfect 
knowledge ? — Nor can it be said that he who maintains the 


impossible if all reasoning were sound for then no pfirvapaksha 
View COUld be tamed- 
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pradhdna to be the cause of the world (1 e the Satnkhya) is 
the best of all reasoners and accepted as such by all philoso 
phers , which would enable us to accept his opinion as perfect 
knowledge — Nor can we collect at a given moment and on 
a given spot all the logicians of the past present and future 
time so as to settle (by their agreement) that their opinion 
regarding some umfo~m object is to be considered perfect 
knowledge The Veda, on the other hand which is eternal 
and the source of knowledge may be allowed to have for 
its object fiimly established things and hence the perfection 
of that knowledge which is founded on the Veda cannot be 
denied by any of the logicians of the past, present or future 
We have thus established the perfection of this our know 
ledge which reposes on the Upamshads and as apart from 
it perfect knowledge is impossible its disregard would lead 
to 'absence of final release of the transmigrating souls 
Our final position therefore is that on the ground of Scrip- 
ture and of reasoning subordinate to Scripture the intelh 
gent Brahman is to be consideied the cause and substance 
of the world 

12 Thereby those (theories) also which are not 
accepted by competent persons are explained 

Hitherto we have refuted those objections against the 
Ved&nta texts which based on reasoning, take their stand 
on the doctrine of the pradhdna being the cause of the world , 
(which doctrine deserves to be refuted first) because it stands 
near to our Vedic system is supported by somewhat weighty 
arguments and has, to a certain extent, been adopted by 
some authorities who follow the Veda.— But now some du'l 
wrtted persons might think that another objection founded 
on reasoning might be raised against the Ved&nla, viz on the 
ground of the atomic doctrine. The Sfttraklra therefore, 
extends to the latter objection the refutation of the former, 
considenng that by the conquest of the most dangerous 
adversary the conquest of the minor enemies is already 
virtually accomplished Other doctrines as, for instance, 
the atomic doctrine of which no part has been accepted by 
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either Manu or Vy&sa or other authorities are to be con 
sidered as explained ’ 1 e refuted by the same reasons 
which enabled us to dispose of the pradhana doctrine As 
the reasons on which the refutation hinges are the same, 
there is no room for further doubt Such common argu- 
ments. are the impotence of reasoning to fathom the depth 
of the transcendental cause of the world the ill foundedness 
of mere Reasoning the impossibility of final release even 
m case of the conclusions being shaped otherwise (see the 
preceding Sutra) the conflict of Scripture and Reasoning 
and so on. * 

13 If it be said that from the circumstance of (the 
objects of enjoyment) passing over into the enjoyer 
(and vice versl) there would result non-distmction 
(of the two) , we reply that (such distinction) may exist 
(nevertheless)! as ordinary experience shows 

Another objection based on reasoning is ra^ed against 
die doctrine of Brahman being the cause of the world — 
Although Scripture is authoritative with legard to its own 
special subject matter (as for instance, the causality of 
Brahman), still it may have to be taken in a secondary sense 
in those cases where the subject matter is taken out of its 
grasp by other means of right knowledge just as mantras 
and arthav&das have occasionally to be explained m a 
secondary sense (when the primary, literal sense is rendered 
impossible by other means of light knowledge 1 ) Ana 
logously reasoning is to be considered invalid outside its 
legitimate sphere so for instance, m the case of religious 
duty and its opposite 2 — Hence Scripture cannot be acknow- 
ledged to refute what is settled by other means of right 
knowledge And if you ask 1 Where does Scripture oppose 
itself to what is thus established? we give you the fal- 


x The following arthavada passage, for instance the sacnficSi 
post is the sun, is to he taken in a metaphorical sense , because 
perception renders it impossible for us to take it m its literal 
8 

’ Which are to be known from the Veda only 
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lowing instance The distinction of enjoyers and objects 
of enjoyment is well known from ordinary experience the 
enjoyers being intelligent, embodied souls, while sound and 
the like are the objects of enjoyment Devadatta,for instance, 
is an enjoyer, the dish (which he eats) an object of enjoy- 
ment The distinction of the two would be reduced to 
non-existence if the enjoyer passed over into the object 
of enjoyment; and vice versi Now this passing over of 
one thing into another would actually result from the doc 
trine of theworld being non different from Brahman But the 
sublation of a well established distinction is objectionable, 
not only with regard to the present time when that d 1 st me 
tion is observed to exist but also with regard to the past 
and the future, for which it is inferred The doctrine of 
Brahmans causality must therefore be abandoned as it 
would lead to the sublation of the well established dis- 
tinction of enjoyers and objects of enjoyment. 

To the preceding objection we reply * It may exist as m 
ordinary experience Even on our philosophic view the dis- 
tinction may exist, as ordinary experience furnishes us with 
analogous instances We see, for instance, that waves, foam 
bubbles, and other modifications of the sea although they 
really are not different from the sea wafer, exist sometimes 
in the state of mutual separation sometimes in the state of 
conjunction &c. From the fact of their being non-different 
from the sea water it does not follow that they pass over 
into each other, and again, although they do not pass 
over into each other, still they are not different from the 
sea. So it is u the case under discussion also The 
enjoyers and the objects of enjoyment do not pass over 
into each other and yet they are not different from the 
highest Brahman And although the enjoyer is not really 
an effect of Brahman since the unmodified creator himself, 
in so far as he enters into the effect, is called the enjoyer 
(according to the passage, 1 Having created he enteral into 
it Taitt Up II 6), still after Brahman has entered into its 
effects it passes into a state of distinction in consequence of 
the effect acting as a limiting adjunct, just as the universal 
ether is divided by its contact with jars and other limiting 
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adjuncts. The conclusion is that the distinction of enjoy el's 
and objects of enjoyment is possible, although .both are non 
different from Brahman, their highest cause as the analogous 
instance of the sea and its waves demonstrates 

14 The non difference of them {1 e of cause and 
effect) results from such terms as ' origin and the 
like 

The 1 refutation contained in the preceding Sutra was set 
forth on the condition of the practical distinction of en 
joyers and objects of enjoyment being acknowledged. In 
reality, however that distinction does not exist because 
there is understood to be non difference (identity) of cause 
and effect The effect is this manifold world consisting of 
ether and so on, the cause is the highest Brahman Of 
the effect it is understood that in reality it is non different 
from the cause, 1 e has no existence apart from the cause — 
How so ? — On account of the scriptural word u origin and 
others The word origin is used in connexion with a 
simile in a passage undertaking to show how through the 
knowledge of one thing everthing is known viz Kh Up 
VI, t 4, As my dear, by one clod of clay all that is made 
of clay is known the modification (1 e the effect , the thing 
made of clay) being a name merely which, has Its origin, 
in speech while the truth is that it is clay merely thus 
&c — The meaning of this passage is that if there is known 
a lump of clay uhich. really and truly is nothing but clay s , 
there are known thereby likewise all things made of day 
such as jars dishes, pails, and so on, all of which agree in 
having clay foi their true nature For these modifications 
or effects are names only exist through or originate 
from speech only, while m reality there exists no such thing 
as a modification. In so far as they are names (individual 
effects distinguished by names) they are untrue , m so far 

1 Pary»§.mav&dam avalamby&piltato virodhaa* samadMya vivar- 
tav&daro Sbmya paramasamadhanaTn lha. An Gi 

* Ananda Gm construes differently etad uktatn iti param&rthato 
vjotf&tain iti sambandhaA 
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as they are clay tbeyare true — This parallel instance is given 
with reference to Brahman , applying the phrase having its 
origin in speech' to the case illustrated by the instance quoted 
we understand that the entire body of effects has no existence 
apart from Brahman — Later on again the text, after having 
declared that fire, water, and earth are the effects of Brahman, 
maintains that the effects of these three elements have n<? 
existence apart from them * Thus has vanished the specific 
nature of burning fire the modification being a mere name 
which has its origin m speech while only the three colours 
are what is true' [Kk Up VI, 4 1) — Other sacred texts 
also whose purport it is to intimate the unity of he Self 
are to be quoted here m accordance with the * and others ’ 
of the Sutra Such texts are ‘In that all this has its Self 
it is the True it is the Self thou art that (Kh Up VI 
8 7) , This everything all is that Self (Bam Up II 4, 6) , 
'Brahman alone is all this (Mu Up II, an) The Self 
is all this * (A h Up. VII, 2* 3) There is in it no diversity ’ 
(B n Up. IV, 4 25) —On any other assumption it would 
not be possible to maintain that by the knowledge of one 
thing everything becomes known (as the text quoted above 
declares) We therefore must adopt the following view 
In the same way as those parts of ethereal space which 
are limited by jars and waterpots are not really different 
from the universal ethereal space, and as the water of a 
mirage is not leaily different from the surface of the salty 
steppe — for the nature of that water is that it is seen in 
one moment and has vanished in the next and moreover, 
it is not to be perceived by its own nature (1 e apart from 
the surface of the desert 1 ) — so this manifold world with its 
objects of enjoyment, enjoy ers and so on has no existence 
apart from Brahman. — Bat — it might be objected — Brah 
roan has in itself elements of mamfoldness As the tree 
has many branches, so Brahman possesses many powers 


1 Drtsh/eti kad&jtd drish/aza punar nash&m annj am iti y&vat — 
Drreh&grahajiasfib&w pratfukSle pi satlarahitvam tatraiva betvan 
taram £ha svartpewtL An Gt 
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and energies dependent on those powers Unity and mani- 
foldness are therefore both true Thus a tree considered 
in itself is one, but it is manifold if viewed as having 
branches so the sea in itself is one but manifold as having 
waves and foam so the clay in itself is one but manifold 
if viewed with regard to the jars and dishes made of it 
On this assumption the process of final release resulting 
from right knowledge may be established m connexion 
with the element of unity (in Brahman), while the two 
processes of common worldly activity and of activity ac 
cording to the Veda — which depend on the karmak4«rfa— * 
may be established in connexion with the element of mam 
foldness And with this view the parallel instances of day 
&c agree very well 

This theory, we reply is untenable because in the in 
stance (quoted m the Upamshad) the phrase as clay they 
axe true asserts the cause only to be true while the phrase 
having its origin m speech declares the unreality of all 
effects And with reference to the matter illustrated by the 
instance given (viz the highest cause Brahman) we read 
* In that all this has its Self and again That is true, 
whereby it is asserted that only the one highest cause is 
true The following passage again That is the Self thou 
art that 0 5vetaketu f teaches that the embodied soul 
(the individual soul) also is Brahman (And we must note 
that) the passage distinctly teaches that the fact of the em 
bodied soul having its Self in Brahman is self-established 
not to be accomplished by endeavour This doctrine of 
the individual soul having its Self in Brahman if once 
accepted as the doctrine of the Veda does away with the 
independent existence of the individual soul just as the 
idea of the rope does away with the idea of the snake 
(for which the rope had been mistaken) And if the 
doctrine of the independent existence of the individual 
soul has to be set aside, then the opinion of the entire 
phenomenal world— which is based on the individual soul — 
having an independent existence is likewise to be set aside 
But only for the establishment of the latter an element 
of mamfoldness wou d have to be assumed m Brahman in 
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addition to the element of unity — Scriptural passages also 
(such as When the Self only is all this how should he see 
another?’ B n Up II 4, 13) declare that for him who sees 
that everything has its Self m Brahman the whole 
phenomenal world with its actions agents, and results of 
actions is non existent Nor can it be said that this 
non-existence of the phenomenal world is declared (by 
Scripture) to be limited to certain states for the passage 
‘Thou art that shows that the general fact of Brahman 
being the Self of all is not limited by any particular state 
Moreover Scripture showing by the instance of the thief 
( Kit VI, i(S) that the false minded is bound while the tiue 
minded is released declares thereby that unity is the one 
true existence while manifold ness is evolved out of «iong 
knowledge For if both were true how could the man 
who acquiesces in the leality of this phenomenal world 
be called false minded 1 ? Another scriptvual passage (‘ from 
death to death goes he who perceives therein any diversity * 
Urt Up IV, 4, 19) declares the same, by blaming those 
who perceive any distinction — Moreover on the doctrine 
which we are at present impugning release cannot result 
from knowledge, because the doctrine does not acknow 
ledge that some land of wrong knowledge to be removed 
by perfect knowledge is the cause of the phenomenal 
world For how can the cognition of unity remove the 
cognition of mamfoldness if both are true? 

Other objections are started — If we acquiesce tn the 
doctrine of absolute unit} the ordinary means of right 
knowledge perception &c, become imahd because the 
absence of mamfoldness deprives them of their objects 
just as the idea of a man becomes invalid after toe right 
idea of the post (which at first had been mistaken for a 
man) has presented itself Moreover all the texts cm 
bodying injunctions and prohibitions will lose their pur 
port if the distinction on which their validity depends 

1 In the passage alluded to he is called so by implication being 
compared to the false-minded thiei who knowing himself to be 
guilty undergoes the ordeal of the heated hatchet 
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does not really exist And further the entire body of 
doctrine which refers to final release will collapse if the 
distinction of teacher and pupil on which it depends is 
not real And if the doctnne of release is untrue, how 
can we maintain the truth of the absolute unity of the 
Self, which forms an item of that doctrine ? 

These objections we replj , do not damage our position 
because the entire complex of phenomenal existence is 
considered as true as long as the knowledge of Brahman 
being the Self of all has not arisen , just as the phantoms 
of a dream are consideied to be true until the sleeper 
wakes For as long as a person has not reached the true 
knowledge of the unity of the Self so long it does not 
enter his mind that the world of effects with its means and 
objects of right knowledge and its lesults of actions is 
untrue he rather, m consequence of his ignorance looks 
on mere effects (such as body offspring wealth &c ) as 
forming part of and belonging to his Self forgetful of 
Brahman being in reality the Self of all Hence as long 
as true knowledge does not present itself there is no reason 
why the ordinary course of secular and religious activity 
should not hold on undisturbed The case is analogous to 
that of a dreaming man who in his dream sees manifold 
things and, up to the moment of waking is convinced that 
his ideas are produced by real perception without sus- 
pecting the perception to be a merely apparent one — But 
how (to restate an objection taised above) can the Yeddnta 
texts if untrue convey information about the trite being 
of Brahman? We certainly do not observe that a maa 
bitten by a rope snake (1 e a snake falsely imagined iti 
a rope) dies nor is the water appearing m a mirage used 
for drinking or bathing 1 — This objection, we reply is with 
out force (because as a matter of fact we do see real effects 
to result from unreal causes) foi we observe that death 
sometimes takes place from lmagmaiy venom, (when a man 
imagines himself to have been bitten by a venomous snake ) 


1 I e ordmaiy experience does not teach us that real effects 
spring from unreal causes 
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and effects {of what is perceived in a dream) such as the 
bite of a snake or bathing in a nver take place with regard 
to a dreaming person — But, it will be said, these effects 
themselves are unreal ' — These effects themselves we reply 
are unreal indeed , but not so the consciousness which the 
dreaming person has of them This consciousness is a real 
result for it is not sublated by the waking consciousness 
The man who has risen from sleep does indeed consider 
the effects perceived by him m his dream such as being 
bitten by a snake bathing m a river &c. to be unreal but 
he does not on that account consider the consciousness he 
had of them to be unreal likewise — (We remark m passing 
that) by this fact of the consciousness of the dreaming 
person not being sublated (by the waking consciousness) 
the doctime of the body being our true Self is to be con 
sidered as refuted 1 —Scripture also (in the passage ‘If a 
man who is engaged in some sacrifice undertaken for some 
special wish sees m his dream a woman he is to infer there- 
from success in his work') declares that by the unreal 
phantom of a dream a real Jesuit such as prosperity may 
be obtained And again, another scriptural passage after 
having declared that from the observation of certain un- 
favourable omens a man is to conclude that he will not 
live long continues ‘ if somebody sees in his dream a black 
man with black teeth and that man kills him/ intimating 
thereby that by the unreal dream phantom a real fact viz 
death, is notified — It is, moreover, known from the ex- 
perience of persons who carefully observe positive and 
negative instances that such and such dreams are auspicious 
omens, others the reverse And (to quote another example 
that something true can result from or be known through 
something untrue) we see that the knowledge of the feal 
sounds A &c is reached by means of the unreal written 
letters Moreover the reasons which establish the unity of the 


1 SvapnaySgraddehaycw vyabbu6are*pi pratyabhi^wand tadanu 
gatdtmaikyasjddher &utanyasya ka. dehadhannaive ifipddivat tadanu 
palabdhiprasang&d avagater ifibSdb&t tadrfipasy&tm&no dchadvaydtt 
rekastddher dehamatratmavSdo na yukta ity arthaA An Qi 
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Self are altogether final so that subsequently to them nothing 
more is required for full satisfaction 1 An injunction as, 
for instance * He is to sacrifice at once renders us desirous 
of knowing what is to be effected and by what means and in 
what manner it is to be effected but passages such as, ' Thou 
art that * I am Brahman leave nothing to be desired because 
the state of consciousness produced by them has for its object 
the unity of the universal Self For as long as something else 
lemams a desire is possible but there is nothing else which 
could be desired in addition to the absolute unity of Brah 
man Nor can it be maintained that such states of con 
sciousness do not actually arise, for scriptural passages 
such as He undei stood what he said (Kh Up VII 18 a), 
declare them to occui , and certain means are enjoined to 
bring them about such as the hearing (of the Veda from 
a teacher) and the recital of the sacied texts Nor again 
can such consciousness be objected to on the ground either 
of uselessness or of erroneousness, because, firstly, it is seen 
to have for its i esult the cessation of ignorance and because, 
secondly there is no other kind of knowledge by which it 
could be sublated And that befoie the knowledge of the 
unity of the Self has been reached the whole real unreal 
course of 01 cunary life, worldly as well as lehgious goes on 
unimpeded we have already explained When however, final 
authoiity having intimated the unity of the Self the entire 
course of the world which was founded on the previous 
distinction is sublated then there is no longer aoytjppar 
tunity for assuming a Biahman comprising in itself various 
elements 

But — it may be said — (that would not be a mere assump 
tion but) Scripture itself by quoting the parallel instances 
of clay and so on declares itself m favoui of a Brahman 


1 As long as the vyayahara pi eseuts itself to our mind we might 
feel inclined to assume in Brahman an element of manifoldness 
whereby to account for the vjavahSra but as soon as we arnve 
at true knowledge the vyavahara vanishes aqd there r emain s no 
longer any reason for qualifying in any way the absolute unity of 
Brahman 
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capable of modification for we know from experience that 
clay and similar things do undergo modifications — This 
objection — we reply — is without force, because a number 
of scriptural passages by denying all modification of Brah- 
man teach it to be absolutely changeless (ki/astha) Such 
passages aie This great unborp Self undecaymg undying 
immortal fearless is indeed Brahman (Br* Up IV 4 35) 
‘That Self is to be descnbed by No no (Brt Up III, 
9 3 6 ) It is neither coarse nor fine (Br* Up III 8 8) 
For to the one Brahman the two qualities of being subject 
to modification and of being free from it cannot both be 
ascribed And if you say Why should they not be both 
predicated of Brahman (the former during the time of the 
subsistence of the world the latter duung the period of 
reabsorption) just as rest and motion may be predicated 
(of one body at different times) ? we remark that the quail 
ncation absolutely changeless (ku/astha) precludes this. 
For the changeless Brahman cannot be the substratum of 
varying attributes And that, on account of the negation 
of all attnbutes Brahman really is eternal and changeless 
has already been demonstrated — Moreover while the 
cognition of the unity of Brahman is the instrument of final 
release, theie is nothing to show that any independent 
result is connected with the view of Brahman by undergoing 
a modification passing over into the form of this world 
Scripture expressly declares that the knowledge of the 
changeless Brahman being the universal Self leads to a 
result for in the passage which begins That Self is to 
be descnbed by No no we read later on O < 7 anaka you 
have indeed reached fearlessness (B rt Up IV 3 4) We 
have then 1 to accept the following conclusion that, 10 the 
sections treating of Brahman, an independent result belongs 
only to the knowledge of Brahman as devoid of all attnbutes 
and distinctions, and that hence whatever is stated as having 
no special fruit of its own— as, for instance the passages 
about Brahman modifying itself into the form of this 

1 Tatreti, arish/yadirmtinslw svarthe phaiavaikalye satin javat 
An Gi. 
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world — is merely to be applied as a means for the cogm 
tion of the absolute Brahman but does not bring about 
an independent result according to the principle that 
whatever has no result of its own but is mentioned in con 
nexion with something else which has such a result is 
subordinate to the latter 1 For to maintain that the result 
of the knowledge of Brahman undergoing modifications 
would be that the Self (of him who knows that) would 
undergo corresponding modifications 8 would be inappro 
priate, as the state of final release (which the soul obtains 
through the knowledge of Brahman) is eternally unchanging 
But, it is objected, be who maintains the nature of Brah 
man to be changeless thereby conti adicts the fundamental 
tenet according to which + he Lord is the cause of the world 
since the doctune of absolute unity leaves no room for the 
distinction of a Ruler and something ruled — This objection 
we ward off by remarking that omniscience &c (i e those 
qualities which belong to Brahman only in so far as it is 
related to a world) depend on the evolution of the germinal 
principles called name and form whose essence is Nescience. 
The fundamental tenet which we maintain (in accordance 
with such scriptural passages as From that Self sprang 
ether,' &c , Taitt Up II 1) is that the creation sustentation 
and reabsorption of the world proceed from an omniscient 
omnipotent Lord, not from a non intelligent pradhina or 
any other pnnciple That tenet we have stated in I I 4, 
and here we do not teach anything contrary to it — But 
how the question may be asked can you make this last 
assertion while all the while you maintain the absolute unity 
and non duality of the Self? — Listen how Belonging to 
the Self as it were, of the omniscient Lord there are name 
and form the figments of Nescience, not to be defined either 


' A Mftnams$ pnnciple A sacrificial act, for instance is mde 
pendent when a special result is assigned to it by the sacred texts 
an. act which is enjoined without such a specification is merely 
auxiliary to another act 

* Accor dang to the Smu m whatever mode he worships him 
into bat mode he passes hnnsc f 
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as being' (i e Brahman) nor as different from it 1 the 
geims of the entire expanse of the phenomenal world called 
in -Sruti and Smrrti the illusion (maya) power (rakti) or 
nature (prakrrti) of the omniscient Lord Different from 
them is the omniscient Lord himself as we learn from scrip- 
tural passages such as the following He who is called 
ether is the revealer of all forms and names , that within 
which these forms and names are contained is B ahman (Kh 
Up VIII 14 i), Let me evolve names and form 5 (Kh Up 
VI, 3 2) He, the wise one who having divided al 1 forms 
and given all namds, sits speaking (with those names) (Taitt 
Ar III, 12 7) , * He who makes the one seeo manifold (Sve. 
Up VI 12) — Thus the Lord depends (as Lord) upon the 
limiting adjuncts of name and form the products of Nes- 
cience just as the universal ether depends (as limited 
ether, such as the ethei of a jar &c) upon the limiting ad 
juncts in the shape of jars, pots &c He (the Lord) stands 
in the realm of the phenomenal in the relation of a ruler to 
the so-called givzs (individual souls) or cognitional Selfs 
(v^Wclnatman) which indeed are one with his own Self— jus* 
as the portions of ether enclosed in jars and the like are 
one with the universal ether — but are limited by aggregates 
of instruments of action (l e bodies) produced from name 
and form the presentations of Nescience Hence the 
Lords being a Lord his omniscience, his omoipotende, 
&c all depend on the limitation due to the adjuncts whose 
Self is Nescience while m reality none of these qualities 
belong to the Self whose true nature is cleared, by right 
knowledge, from all adjuncts whatever Thus Scripture 
also says Where one sees nothing else, hears nothing else, 
understands nothing else, that is the Infinite (Kk Up VII 
24 1) , But when the Self only has become all this how 
should he see another ? (B« Up II, 4, 13 ) In this manner 
the Vedinta texts declare that for him who has reached the 

1 Tattvknyatv&bhy&m uj, na htsvaratvena te mruiyete gad&gadz yor 
ahhe dayogSt nit pi tato nyatven* mruktim arhataA sv&tanuyewa 
sattisphfirtyasambhav&t na hi g&daxa ag^Snapeksbya* satt&sphftr- 
timad upalakshyate ^adktvabhangaprasangit tasm&d andyStmake 
gtaar Spe lty An- Gi~ 



330 


VEDANTA S0TRAS 


state of truth and reality the whole apparent world does 
not exist The Bhagavadgita also ( The Loid is not the 
cause of actions or of the capacity of performing actions or 
of the connexion of action and fruit all that proceeds 
according to its own nature The Lord receives no one s 
sin or merit Knowledge is enveloped by Ignorance hence 
all creatures are deluded ’ Bha Gi, V 14 15) declaies 

that in reality the relation of Ruler and ruled does not exist 
That, on the other hand all those distinctions are valid, as 
far as the phenomenal world is concerned Scripture as well 
as the Bhagavadgita states compare Brz Up IV 4, 

He is the Lord of all the king of all things the protector 
of all things , he, is a bank and boundary so that these 
worlds may not be confounded and Bha. Gi XVIII, 
61 * The Lord O Ar^una is seated in the region of the 
heart of all beings, turning round all beings (as though) 
mounted on a machine, by his delusion The Sdtrak&ra 
also asserts the non-difference of cause and effect only with 
regard to the state of Reality while he had in the pre- 
ceding Shtra, where he looked to the phenomena! world, 
compared Brahman to the ocean &c that compauson 
resting on the assumption of the world of effects not yet 
having been refuted (1 e seen to be unreal) — The view of 
Brahman as undergoing modifications will, moreover be of 
use in the devout meditations on the qualified (sagu»a) 
Brahman 

15 And because only on the existence (of the 
cause) (the effect) is observed 

For the following reason also the effect is non different from 
the cause because only when the cause exists the effect is 
observed to exist, not when it does not exist For instance, 
only when the clay exists the jar is observed to exist and 
the cloth only when the threads exist That it is not a gene- 
ral rule that when one thing exists anothei is also observed 
to exist, appears, for instance from the fact, that a horse 
which is other (different) from a cow is not observed to exist 
only when a cow exists Nor is the jar observed to exist 
only when the potter exists for in that case non-difference 
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does not exist although the relation between the two is tnat of 
an operative cause and its effect 1 — But — it may be objected 
— even in the case of things other (i e non identical) we 
find that the observation of one thing regularly depends on 
the existence of another smoke, for instance is observed 
only when fire exists — We reply that this is untrue because 
sometimes smoke is observed even after the fire has been ex 
tmgutshed as, for instance in the case of smoke being kept 
by herdsmen m jars — Well then — the objector will say — let 
us add to smoke a certain qualification enabling us to say that 
smoke of such and such a kind 2 * * * * * does not exist unless fire 
exists — Even thus we reply, your objection is not valid 
because we declare that the reason for assuming the non dif 
ference of cause and effect is the fact of the internal organ 
(buddhi) being affected (impressed) by cause and effect 
jointly 8 And that does not take place in the case of fire 
and smoke — Or else we have to read (m the SGtra) bhdvat, 
and to translate * and on account of the existence or obsei- 
vation The non difference of cause and effect results not 
only from Scripture but also from the existence of percep- 
tion For the non difference of the two is perceived, for 
instance, m an aggregate of threads, where we do not per 
ceive a thing called cloth m addition to the threads, but 
merely threads running lengthways and crossway- So 
again in the threads we perceive finei threads (the aggre 


1 So that from the instance of the potter and the jar -we cannot 
conclude that the relation of clay and the jar is only that of mxmtta 

and naimittika not that of non difference 

* For instance smoke extending in * long line whose base 
is connected with some object on the surface of the earth 

* Le (as An Gu explains) because we assume the relation of 

cause and effect not merely on the ground of the actual existence 

of one thing depending on that upon another, but on the additional 
ground of the mental existence the consciousness of the one 

not being possible without the consciousness of the other — Tad- 
bbivSnuvidh&yibMvatvam tadbhan&nuvidhciyibhinalvajK 4a Mr 
yasya kdran&nanyatve hetur dhtsmavueshasya 4&gnibb&v&auvi 
db£yibh5 valve pi na tadbh^ninuvuMjTbhinatvam agnfbh&nasya 

dhfhnabb&Badb i natvat 
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gate of which is identical with the grosser threads) in them 
again finer threads and so on On the ground of this our 
perception we conclude that the finest parts which we can 
perceive are ultimately identical with their causes, viz red, 
white, and black (the colours of fire, water, and earth, 
according to Kh Up VI 4) , those, again With air the latter 
with ether and ether with Brahman which is one and 
without a second That all means of proof lead back to 
Brahman (as the ultimate cause of the world , not to pra- 
dhana &c ) we have already explained 

16 And on account of that which is posterior 
(1 e the effect) being that which is 

F01 the following reason also the effect is to be con 
sidered as non different (from the cause) That which is 
posterior m time, 1 e the effect is declared by Scnptuie to 
have previous to its actual beginning its Being in the 
cause by the Self of the cause raeiely For m passages 
like In the beginning my dear, this was that only which 
is (Kh Up VI 3 1) , and Verily m the beginning this 
was Self, one only’ (Ait Ar II 4, 1, 1) the effect which is 
denoted by the word this * appears in grammatical co ordi- 
nation with (the word denoting) the cause (from which it 
appears that both inhere m the same substratum) A thing 
on the other hand which does not exist m another thing 
by the Self of the latter is not produced from that othei 
thing for instance, oil is not produced from sand Hence 
as there is non difference before the production (of the 
effect) we understand that the effect even after having been 
produced continues to be non-different from the cause As 
the cause j, e. Brahman, is in nil time neither more nor less 
than that which is, so the effect also viz the world, is in all 
time only that which as But that which is is one only , 
therefore the effect is non different from the cause 

17 If it be said that on account of being denoted 
as that which is not (the effect does) not (exist before 
it is actually produced) (we reply) not so, (because 
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the term ‘that which is not denotes) another 
quality (merely) (as appears) from the comple 
mentary sentence 

But an objection will be raised in some places Scripture 
speaks of *he effect before its production as that which is 
not so, for instance ‘ In the beginning this was that only 
which is not (Kit Up III 19 il and Non existent 1 
indeed this was m the beginning (Taitt. Up II 7) Hence 
Being (sattvam) cannot be ascribed to the effect before jts 
production 

This we deny For by the Non existence of the effect 
previous to its production is not meant absolute Non- 
existence but only a different quality or state, viz the state 
of name and form being unevolved which staters different 
from the state of name and form being evolved With 
reference to the latter state the effect is called, previous to 
its production non existent although then also it existed 
identical with its cause We conclude this from the 
complementary passage according to the rule that the 
sense of a passage whose earlier part is of doubtful meaning 
is determined by its complementary part With reference 
to the passage ‘ In the beginning this was non-existent 
only, we remark that what is there denoted by the word 
N on-existing* is— m the complementary passage. That 
became existent — referred to by the word ‘that and 
qualified as Existent ’ 

The word was would moreover not apply to the 
(absolutely) Non existing, which cannot be conceived as 
connected with prior or posterior time — Hence with refer 
ence to the other passage also Non existing indeed, 
&c. the complementary part That made itself its Self 
shows, by the qualification which it contains, that absolute 
Non existence is not meant — It follows fiom all this that 
the designation of Non existence applied to the effect 
before its production has reference to a different state of 
being merely And as those things which are distinguished 

1 For simpli city s sake, asat will be translated henceforth by non 
existing 
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by name and form are in ordinary language called existent, 
the term i non existent is figuratively applied to them tc 
denote the state in which they were previously to then 
differentiation 

1 8 From reasoning and from another Vedie 
passage 

That the effect exists before its origination and is non 
different from the cause follows from reasoning as well as 
from a further scriptural passage. 

We at first set forth the argumentation — Ordinary expe- 
rience teaches us that those who wish to produce certain 
effects syich as curds or earthen jars, or golden ornaments, 
employ for their purpose certain determined causal sub- 
stances such as milk clay and gold, those who wish to 
produce sour milk do not employ clay, nor do those who 
intend to make jars employ milk and so on But according 
to that doctrine which teaches that the effect is non existent 
(before its actual production), all this should be possible 
For if before their actual origination all effects are equally 
non existent in any causal substance, why then should curds 
be produced fiom milk only and not from day also and jars 
from clay only and not from milk as well ? —Let us then main 
tain, the asatk&ryav4din rejoins that theie is indeed an equal 
non existence of any effect in any cause, but that at the same 
time each causal substance has a certain capacity reaching 
beyond itself (atuaya) for some particular effect only and not 
for other effects , that for instance milk only, and not clay 
has a certain capacity foi curds , and clay only and not milk, 
an analogous capacity for jars — What, we ask m return, do 
you understand by that ' atiraya ? If you understand by it 
the antecedent condition of the effect (before its actual origi- 
nation) you abandon your doctrine that the effect does not 
exist fn the cause, and prove our doctrine according to which 
it does so exist If, on the other hand you understand by 
the atiraya a certain power of the cause assumed to the end 
of accounting for the fact that only one determined effect 
springs from the cause, you must admit that the power can 
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determine the particular effect only if it neither is other 
(than cause and effect) nor non existent for if it were either 
it would not be different from anything else which is either 
non existent or other than cause and effect (and how then 
should it alone be able to produce the particular effect?) 
Hence it follows that that power is identical with the Self of 
the cause and that the effect is identical with the Self of that 
power — Moreover as the ideas of cause and effect on the one 
hand and of substance and qualities on the other hand are 
not separate ones a c for instance the ideas of a horse and 
a buffalo it follows that the identity of the cause and the 
effect as well as of the substance and its qualities has to be 
admitted (Let it then be assumed, the opponent rejoins, 
that the cause and the effect, although really different, are 
not apprehended as such because they are connected by the 
so-called samaviya connexion 1 ) — If we reply you assume 
the samaviya connexion between cause and effect you have 
either to admit that the samaviya itself is joined by a 
certain connexion to the two terms which are connected by 
samav&ya and then that connexion will again require a new 
connexion (joining it to the two terms which it binds 
together), and you will thus be compelled to postulate an 
infinite series of connexions or else you will have to mam 
tain that the samavdya is not joined by any connexion to the 
terms which it binds together, and from that will result the 
dissolution of the bond which connects the two terms of 
the samavaya relation 3 — Well then the opponent rejoins, 
let us assume that the *amavaya connexion as itself being a 
connexion may be connected with the terms which it joins 
without the help of any further connexion — Then we reply 
conjunction (sawzyoga) also must be connected with the two 
terms which it joins without the help of the samav&ya. 

1 Samav&ya, commonly translated by inherence or intimate rela- 
tion is according to the NySya, the relation connecting a whole and 
its parts, substances and qualities, Sec 

* Samavayasya svatantryapakshaw dfishayab snabhyupagamya 
mane^eti Samavayasya samaviyibhiA sambandho neshyate few* 
tu svitantryam evety ati&vayav&vayavinor dravyagaaSdtn&K 4a 
tiprakarsbaA ■ jit saatmdh&jafeibbivitd ity artbai An. Gi. 
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connexion , for conjunction also is a kind of connexion 1 — 
Moreover as substances, qualities and so on are apprehended 
as standing in the relation of identity, the assumption of the 
samavaya relation has really no puiport 

In what manner again do you — who maintain that the 
cause and the effect are joined by the samavflya relation — 
assume a substance consisting of parts which is an effect to 
abide in its causes, i e in the material parts of which if 
consists? Does it abide m all the parts taken together or 
in each particular part? — If you say that it abides in all 
parts together it follows that the whole as such cannot be 
perceived, as it is impossible that all the parts should be in 
contact with the organs of perception (And let it not be 
objected that the whole may be apprehended through some 
of the parts only), for manyuess which abides in all its 
substrates together (1 e m all the many things) is not 
apprehended So long as only some of those substrates are 
apprehended — Let it then be assumed that the whole 
abides in all the paits by the mediation of intervening 
aggregates of parts 2 — In that case we reply, we should 
have to assume other parts m addition to tjle primary 
originative parts of the whole m order that by means of 
those other parts the whole could abide in the primary 
parts in the maimer indicated by you For we see (that 
one thing which abides in another abides there by means 
of parts different from those of that other thing) that the 
sword, for instance^ pervades the sheath by means of parts 
different from the parts of the sheath But an assumption 
of that land would lead us mto a regressus in infinitum 
because in order to explain how the whole abides in certain 


1 A conclusion which is m conflict with the Nyaya tenet that 
samyoga, conjunction as, for instance of the jar and the ground 
on which it stands is a quality (gu»a) inherent in the two conjoined 
substances by means of the samavaya relation 

* So that the whole can be apprehended by us as such if we 
apprehend a certain part only analogously to our apprehending 
the whole thread on which a garland of flowers is strung as soon as 
we appre h e n d some few of the flo w e ffc. 
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given parts we should always have to assume further parts 1 2 * * 
— Well then let us maintain the second alternative, viz. that 
the whole abides m each particular part — That also cannot 
be admitted , for if the whole is present in one part it cannot 
be present in other parts also not any more than Devadatta 
can be present in Srughna and in Pft/ahputra on one and 
the same day If the whole were present in more than one 
part, several wholes would result comparable to Devadatta 
and Ya^wadatta who as being two different persons, may 
live one of them at 5'rughna and the other at Pa/aliputra. — 
If the opponent should rejoin that the whole may be fully 
present m each part just as the generic character of the cow 
is fully present m each individual cow we point out that 
the generic attributes of the cow are visibly perceived In 
each individual cow, but that the whole is not thus perceived 
in each particular part If the whole were fully present in 
each part, the consequence would be that the whole would 
produce its effects indifferently with any of its parts , a cow, 
for instance, would give milk from her horns or her tail Bat 
such things are not seen to take place. 

We proceed to consider some further arguments opposed 
to the doctrine that the effect does not exist in the cause — 
That doctrine involves the conclusion that the actual origi- 
nation of an effect is without an agent and thus devoid of 
substantial being For origination is an action, and as such 
requires an agent 8 just as the action of walking does. To 
speak of an action without an agent would be a contradic- 


1 Kalp&ntaram utlMpayati atheti, tathd Aa, yathavayavai/4 sAtraw 
kufriiTp&n vydpnuvat katspayakuaumagrahawe pi gnliyate tatM 
katipaj avayavagraha^exp; bhavaty avayavino grahawam ity arthaA 
Tatra kim ArambhaMvayavair eva teshv avayav! vartteta kus vft 
tadatinklivayavair lti vikalpyidyam pratydha taddptb Yatra yad 
varttate tat tadabnktdvayavair eva tatra vartamioam dr*sh&m lti 
dnsb/antagarbha#i bettun tUasb/e koreti Dviityam dAshayab 
anavastheti Kalpitinantdvayavavyavahitatayd praknfcSvayavmo 
d&raviprakarshit tantumsh/Aatvam pafasya na sydd lti bbdvaA 
An Gi 

2 I. e a something m which the action inheres sot a causal 

agent. 
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tion. But if you deny the pre-existence of the effect in the 
cause, it would have to be assumed that whenever the origi- 
nation of a jar for instance is spoken of the agent is not the 
jar (which before its origination did not exist) but something 
else and again that when the origination of the two halves 
of the jar is spoken of the agent is not the two halves but 
something else From this it would follow that the sentence 
the jar is originated means as much as the potter and 
the other (operative) causes are originated 1 11 But as a 
matter of fact the former sentence is never understood to 
mean the latter , and rt is moreover, known that at the time 
when the jar originates, the potter, &c are already in exist 
ence. — Let us then say the opponent resumes, that ongi 
nation is the connexion of the effect with the existence of 
its cause and its obtaining existence as a Self — How we 
ask m reply can something which has not yet obtained 
existence enter into connexion with something else’ A 
connexions possible of two existing things only not of one 
existing and one non-existing thing or of two non-existmg 
things. To something non existing which on that account 
is indefinable, it is moreover not possible to assign a limit 
as the opponent does when maintaining that the effect is 
non existing before its origination , for experience teaches 
us that existing things only such as fields and houses have 
limits but not non existing things If somebody should use, 
for instance, a phrase such as the following one The son 
of a barren woman was long previously to the coronation of 
Purreavarman the declaration of a limit in time implied in 
that phrase does not in reality determine that the son of the 
barren woman, i e a mere non-entity, either was or is or will 
be king If the son of a barren woman could become an 
existing thing subsequently to the activity of some causal 

1 Every action, <$ankdra says, requires an agent, i e. a substrate 
in which the action takes place If we deny that the jar exists in 
the clay even before it is actually originated, we lose the substrate 
for the action of origination, t, e entering into existence (for the 
non-existing jar cannot be the substratum of any action) and have 
to assume for that action, other substrates, such as the operative 

causes of foe jar 
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agent in that case it would be possible also that the non 
existing effect should be something existing, subsequently 
to the activity of some causal agent But we know that the 
one thing can take place no more than the other thing , the 
non existing effect and the son of the barren woman am 
both equally non-entities and can never be — But the 
asatk&ryav&din here objects, from your doctrine there 
follows the result that the activity of causal agents is alto 
gether purposeless For if the effect were lying already 
fully accomplished in the cause and were non different from 
it, nobody would endeavour to bring it about, no more than 
anybody endeavours to bring about the cause which is 
already fully accomplished previously to all endeavour 
But as a mattei of fact causal agents do endeavour to bring 
about effects, and it is in order not to have to condemn 
their efforts as altogether useless that we assume the non- 
existen e of the effect previously to its origination. — If our 
objection is refuted, we reply, by the consideration that the 
endeavour of the causal agent may be looked upon as having 
a purpose in so far as it arranges the causal substance in 
the form of the effect. That however even the form of the 
effect (is not something previously non existing but) belongs 
to the Self of the cause already because what is devoid of 
Selfhood cannot be begun at all we have already shown 
above. — Nor does a substance become another substance 
merely by appearing under a different aspect Devadatta 
may at one time be seen with his arms and legs closely 
drawn up to his body, and another time with his arms and 
legs stretched out and yet he remains the same substantial 
being for he is recognised as such. Thus the persons also 
by whom we are surrounded, such as fathers mothers 
brothers, See., remain the same although we see them m 
continually changing states and attitudes, for they are 
always recognised as fathers, mothers, brothers and so on. 
If our opponent objects to this last illustrative example on 
the ground that fathers mothers, and so on remain the 
same substan lal beings because the different states in wmch 
they appear are not separated from each other by birth or 
death while the effect for Instance a jar appears only after 
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the cause for insumce the clay, has undergone destruction 
as it were (so that the effect may be looked upon, as some- 
thing altogether different fiom the cause) , we rebut this 
objection by lemaiking that causal substances also such as 
milk, for instance are perceived to exist even after they 
have entered into the condition of effects such as curds and 
the like (so that we have no right to say that the cause 
undergoes destruction) And even in those cases where the 
continued existence of the cause is not perceived as for 
instance in the case of seeds of the fig tree from which there 
spring sprouts and trees, the teim 'birth (when applied to 
the sprout) only means that the causal substance, viz the 
seed, become* visible by becoming a sprout through the 
continual accretion of similar particles of matter , and 
the term * death only means that through the secession of 
those particles the cause again passes beyond the sphere of 
visibility Nor can it be said that from such separation by 
birth and death as described just now it follows that the 
non existing becomes existing, and the existing non 
existing , for if that were so it would also follow that the 
unborn child m the mother s womb and the new born babe 
stretched out on the bed are altogether different beings 
It would further follow that a man is not the same person 
in childhood, manhood, and old age, and that terms such as 
father and the hke are illegitimately used — The preceding 
arguments may also be used to refute the (Bauddha doctrine) 
of all existence being momentary only 1 

The doctnne that the effect is non-existent previously to 
its actual origination, moreover, leads to the conclusion that 
the activity of the causal agent has no object for what does 
not exist cannot possibly be an object not any more than 
the ether can be cleft by swords and other weapons for 
striking or cutting The object can certainly not be the 
inherent Cause , for that would lead to the erroneous con- 
clusion that from the activity of the causal agent, which has 
for its object the inherent cause, there results something else 


1 Which doctnne will be fully discussed m the second pftda of 
this adhj&ysu 
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(viz the effect) And if (in order to preclude this erroneous 
conclusion) the opponent should say that the effect is (not 
something different from the cause, but} a certain relative 
power (atuaya) of the inherent cause he thereby would 
simply concede our doctrine, according to which the effect 
exists m the cause already 

We maintain therefore as our final conclusion that milk 
and other substances are called effects when they are in the 
state of curds and so on and that it is impossible, even 
within hundreds of years ever to bring about an effect which 
is different from its cause The fundamental cause of all 
appears in the form of this and that effect up to the last 
effect of all just as an actor appears m various robes and 
costumes, and thereby becomes the basis for all the cuirent 
notions and terms concerning the phenomenal world 

The conclusion here established on the ground of rea 
sonmg viz that the effect exists already before its origins 
tion, and is non different from its cause results also from 
a different scriptural passage As under the preceding 
Sfitra a Vedic passage was instanced which speaks of the 
non existing, the different passage referred to in the present 
SCttra is the one (Kh Up VI a 1) which refers to that 
which is. That passage begins Being only was this in the 
beginning one without a second, refers thereupon to 
the doctrine of the Non existent being the cause of the 
world (‘ Others say Non being was this in the beginning ), 
raises an objection against that doctrine ( How could that 
which is be born of that which is not? ), and, finally re 
affirms the view first set forth, Only Being was this in the 
beginning The circumstance that in this passage the 
effect, which is denoted by the word ‘this is by Scripture, 
with reference to the time previous to its origination, co 
ordinated with the cause denoted by the term ‘Being 
proves that the effect exists in — and is non-different from— 
the %ause If it were before its origination non-existing 
and after it inhered m its cause by samav&ya, it would be 
something different from the cause and that would virtually 
imply an abandonment of the promise made in the passage 

That tea by which we h far what a not heard &c- 
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(VI i 3) The latter assertion is ratified, on lie other 
hand through the comprehension that the effect exists m — 
and is not different from — the cause 

19 And like a piece of cloth 

As of a folded piece of cloth we do not know cleaily 
whether it is a piece of cloth or some other thing while on 
its being unfolded it becomes manifest that the folded thing 
was a piece of cloth , and as so long as it is folded, we per- 
haps know that it is a piece of cloth but not of what definite 
length and width it is while on its being unfolded we know 
these particuldis, and at the same time that the cloth is not 
different from the folded object in the same way an effect, 
such as a piece of cloth is non manifest as long as it exists 
in its causes 1 e the threads &c merely, while it becomes 
manifest and is clearly apprehended m consequence of the 
operations of shuttle, loom, weaver, and so on — Applying 
this instance of the piece of doth first folded and then 
unfolded to the general case of cause and effect, we con- 
clude that the latter is non different from the former 

20 And as in the case of the different vital 
airs 

It is a matter of observation that when the operations of 
the different kinds of vital air — such as pr&ua the ascending 
vital air, ap&na the descending vital air &c — are suspended, 
in consequence of the breath being held so that they exist in 
their causes merely the only effect which continues to be ac- 
complished is life while all other effects such as the bending 
and stretching of the limbs and so on, are stopped When, 
thereupon, the vital airs again begin to act, those other effects 
also are brought about, in addition to mere life — Nor must 
the vital airs on account of their being divided into classes, 
be considered as something else than vital air , for wind (air) 
constitutes their common character Thus (1 e in the 
manner illustrated by the instance of the vital airs) the non 
difference of the effect -from the cause is to be conceived — 
As therefore, the while world is an effect of Brahman and 
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non different from it the promise held out m the scriptural 
passage that What is not heard is heard, what is not per- 
ceived is perceived, what is not known is known’ \Kh Up 
VI i, 3) is fulfilled 1 

21 On account of the other (1 e. the individual 
soul) being designated (as non-different from Brah- 
man) there would attach (to Brahman) various 
faults as, for instance not doing what is bene- 
ficial 

Another objection is raised against the doctrine of an 
intelligent cause of the world — If that doctnne is accepted, 
certain faults, as for instance doing what is not beneficial 
wiU attach (to the intelligent cause 1 e Brahman), 'onac 
count of the other being designated For Scripture declares 
the other, l e the embodied soul to be one with Brahman, 
as is shown by the passage, ‘ That is the Self, that art thou 
O -SVetaketu 1 {Kh Up VI 8 7 ) — Or else (if we interpret 
the other of the Sutra m a different way) Scripture declares 
the other 1 e. Brahman to be the Self of the embodied 
soul For the passage Having created that he entered 
into it declares the creator, 1 e. the unmodified Brahman 
to constitute the Self of the embodied soul in consequence 
of his entering into his products The following passage 
also ‘ Entering (into them) with this living Self I will evolve 
names and forms {Kh Up VI 3 %) in which the highest 
divinity designates the living (soul) by the word Self 
shows that the embodied Self is not different from Brahman 
Therefore the creative power of Brahman belongs to the 
embodied Self also, and the latter being thus an inde 
pendent agent, might be expected to produce only what is 
beneficial to itself, and not things of a contrary nature such 
as birth, death old age, disease, and whatever may be the 
other meshes of the net of suffering For we know that no 
free person will build a prison for himself and take up his 
abode m it Nor would a being itself absolutely stainless 

1 Because it has been shown that cause and effect are identical 
bence if the came A known, the effect is known alia 
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look on this altogether undean body as forming part of 
its Self It would, moreover, free itself, according to its 
liking of the consequences of those of its former actions 
which result in pain, and would enjoy the consequences of 
those actions only which are rewarded by pleasure Fur 
ther, it would remember that it had created this manifold 
world , for every person who has produced some ■clearly 
appearing effect remembers that he has been the cause of it 
And as the magician easily retracts whenever he likes, the 
magical illusion which he had emitted so the embodied 
soul also would be able to reabsorb this world into itself The 
fact is, however, that the embodied soul cannot reabsorb its 
own body even As we therefore see that ' what would be 
beneficial is not done ’ the hypothesis of the world having 
proceeded from an intelligent cause is unacceptable 

22 But the separate (Brahman 1 e the Brahman 
separate from the individual souls) (is the creator) 
(the existence of which separate Brahman we leant) 
from the declaration of difference 

The word *but discards the pflrvapaksba. — We rather 
declare that that omniscient, omnipotent Brahman, whose 
essence is eternal pure cognition and freedom, and which 
is additional to, i e different from the embodied Self is the 
creative principle of the world The faults specified above- 
such as doing what is not beneficial, and the like, do not 
attach to that Brahman , for as eternal freedom is its charac 
tenstic nature there is nothing either beneficial to be done 
by it or non beneficial to be avoided by it Nor is there 
any impediment to its knowledge and power, for it is 
omniscient and omnipotent The embodied Self, on the 
other hand, is of a different nature, and to it the mentioned 
faults adhere But them we do not declare it to be the 
creator <of the world, on account of the declaration of 
difference.' For scriptural passages (such as 'Verily the 
Self is to be seen to be heard, to be perceived, to be marked, 
Up II, 4, 5 * The Self we must search out, we must 
try tob understand ' Kh. Up VIII 7, 1 1 Then he becomes 
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united with the True Kk Up VI 8 3 This embodied 
Self mounted by the intelligent Self B« Up IV 3 35) 
declaie diffeiences founded on the relations of agent object 
and so on and thereby show Brahman to be different from 
the individual soul — And if it be objected that there are 
other passages declaratory of non difference (for instance 
‘That art thou ) and that difference and non-difference 
cannot co exist because contradictory we reply that the 
possibility of the co existence of the two is shown by the 
parallel instance of the umveisal ether and the ether limited 
by a jar — Moreover as soon as in consequence of the decla- 
ration of non difference contained in such passages as * that 
art thou the consciousness of non difference arises in us the 
transmigratory state of the individual soul and the creative 
quality of Brahman vanish at once, the whole phenomenon of 
plurality, which Springs from wrong knowledge, being sub- 
lated by perfect knowledge and what becomes then of the 
cieation and the faults of not doing what is beneficial, and 
the like ? For that this entire apparent world, m which good 
and evil actions are done, &c is a mere illusion owing to 
the non discrimination of (the Self s) limiting adjuncts viz a 
body and so on which spring fiom name and form the pre 
sentations of Nescience and does in reality not exist at all 
we have explained more than once The illusion is analogous 
to the mistaken notion we entertain as to the dying being 
born being hurt &c of ourselves (our Selfs, while in 
reality the body only dies, is born &c) And with 
regard to the state m which the appearance of plurality is 
not yet sublated it follows from passages declaratory of 
such difference (as for instance, That we must search for 
&c) that Brahman is supenor to the individual soul, 
whereby the possibility of faults adhering to it is excluded 

23 And because the case is analogous to that 
of stones, &c (the objections raised) cannot be 
established 

As among minerals, which are all mere modifications of 
earth nevertheless great variety is observed, being 
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precious gems such as diamonds lapis lazuli &c others 
such as crystals and the like, being of medium value and 
others again stones only fit to be flung at dogs or crows 
and as from seeds which are placed m one and the same 
ground various plants are seen to spring such as sandal 
wood and cucumbers which show the greatest difference 
in their leaves blossoms, fruits fragrancy juice &c , and 
as one and the same food produces various effects such 
as blood and hair , so the one Brahman also may contain 
in itself the distinctxor of the individual Selfs and the highest 
Self and may produce various effects Hence the objec- 
tions imagined by others (against the doctrine of Brahman 
being the cause of the world) cannot be maintained — Fur- 
ther 1 arguments are furnished by the fact of all effects 
having as Scripture declares their origin in speech only 
and by the analogous instance of the variety of dream phan 
toms (while the dreaming person remains one) 

24 If you object on the ground of the obsert ation 
of the employment (of instruments) , (we say) No 
because as milk (transforms itself, so Brahman 
does) 

Your asseition that the intelligent Brahman alone without 
a second, is the cause of the world cannot be maintained on 
account of the observation of employment (of instruments) 
For in ordinary hfe we see that potters weavers, and other 
handicraftsmen produce jars cloth and the like, after having 
put themselves in possession of the means thereto by pro- 
viding themselves with various implements such as clay 
staffs wheels suing, &c Brahman, on the other hand 
you conceive to he without any help how then can it act as 
a creator without providing itself with instruments to work 
with ? — 'We therefore maintain that Brahman is not the cause 
of the world 

This objection, is not valid because causation is possible 

i* 1 ■■■ 1 1 1 | 1 1 ■ " ■■■' 1 ■■■■■■■■■■«■ — ' ' — ■> 

* Which arguments, the commentators say are hthted at by the 
4 and of Ac Sftlrs^ 
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in consequence of a peculiar constitution of the causal sub- 
stance as xn the case of milk Just as milk and water turn 
into curds and ice respectively without any extraneous 
means so it is in the case of Brahman also And if yon 
object to this analogy for the leason that milk, m order to 
turn into curds does require an extfaneous agent, viz heat 
we reply that milk by itself also undergoes a certain amount 
of definite change and that its turning is merely accelerated 
by heat If milk dia not possess that capability of itself 
heat could not compel it to turn foi we see that air or ether 
for instance is not compelled by the action of heat to turn 
into sour milk. By the co operation of auxiliary means the 
milk s capability of turning into sour mdh is merely com- 
pleted The absolutely complete power of Brahman, on 
the other hand does not require to be supplemented by any 
extraneous help Thus Scnptuie also declares, There is no 
effect and no instrument known of him no one is seen like 
unto him or better his high power is revealed as manifold 
as inherent acting as force and knowledge (5ve Up VI 
8) Therefore Brahman although one only is, owing to 
its manifold powers able to transform itself mto manifold 
effects just as milk is 

25 And (the case of Brahman is) like that of 
gods and other beings in ordinary experience 

Well, let it be admitted that milk and other non mtelli 
gent things have the power of turning themselves into sour 
milk &c. without any extraneous means, since it is thus 
observed But we observe, on the other hand, that intelh 
gent agents, as for instance potters proceed to their several 
work only after having provided themselves with a complete 
set of instruments How then can it be supposed that 
Brahman which is likewise ot an intelligent nature, should 
proceed without any auxiliary? 

We reply, * Like gods and others As gods, fathers mins 
and other beings of great power, who arte all of intelligent 
nature, are seen to create many and various objects, such 
as palaces, chariots, &c without availing themselves of any 
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extraneous means oy their mere intention, which is effective 
in consequence of those beings peculiai power — a fact 
vouchsafed by mantras arthav&das ltih&sas and pur&«as , — 
and as the spider emits out of itself the threads of its 
web , and as the female crane conceives without a male , 
and as the lotus wanders fiom one pond to another without 
any means of conveyance so the intelligent Brahman also 
may be assumed to create the world by itself without ex 
traneous means 

Perhaps our opponent will argue against all this m the 
following style — The gods and other bemgs whom you 
have quoted as parallel instances are really of a nature 
different from that of Brahman For the material causes 
operative in the production of palaces and other material 
things are the bodies of the gods, and not their intelligent 
Selfs And the web of the spidei is produced from its saliva 
which owing to the spider s devouring small insects acquires 
a certain degree of consistency And the female crane con 
ceives from hearing the sound of thunder And the lotus 
flower indeed derives from its indwelling intelligent principle 
the impulse of movement but is not able actually to move 
m so far as it is a merely intelligent being 1 , it rather wanders 
fiom pond to pond by means of its non intelligent body 
just as the creeper climbs up the tiee. — Hence all these 
illustrative examples cannot be applied to the case of 
Brahman 

To this we reply that we meant to show merely that the 
case of Brahman is diffeient from that of potters and similar 
agents For while potters &c, on the one side, and gods 
&c ,on the other side possess the common attribute of intelli- 
gence, potters require for their work extraneous means (1 e 
means lying outside their bodies) and gods do not Hence 
Brahman also although intelligent is assumed to require 
no extraneous means So much only we wanted to show 
by the parallel instance of the gods, &c Our intention is 
to point out that a peculiarly conditioned capability which 


1 The right reading appears to be srayam era <etan& os found 
in MSS Other MSS read AetanaA 
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is observed in some one case (as in fhat of the pottei) is not 
necessarily to be assumed m all othe cases also 

26 Either the consequence of the entire (Brah 
man undergoing change) has to be accepted or else 
a violation of the texts declaring Brahman to be 
without parts 

Hitherto we have established so much that Brahman 
intelligent one, without a second modifying itself without 
the employment of any exti aneous means is the cause of the 
world — Now another objection is raised foi the purpose of 
throwing additional light on the point under discussion. — 
The consequence of the Vedftnta doctrine it is said, will be 
that we must assume the entire Brahman to undergo the 
change into its effects because it is not composed of parts 
If Brahman like earth and other matter consisted of 
parts we might assume that a part of it undergoes the 
change, while the other part remains as it is But Scripture 
distinctly declares Brahman to be devoid of parts Com 
pare, He who is without parts without actions, tranquil 
without fault without taint (Sve Up VI 19) That 
heavenly person is without body he is both without and 
within not produced (Mu Up II i,a), That great Being 
is endless, unlimited, consisting of nothing but knowledge 
(B rt Up II, 4 1 a) ‘He is to be described by No, no 
(B n Up III, 9 a6), ‘It is neither coarse nor fine (B« 
Up III, 8 8) , all which passages deny the existence of 
any distinctions in Brahman. — As, therefore a partial modi 
fication is impossible a modification of the entire Brahman 
has to be assumed But that involves a cutting off of 
Brahman from its very basis —Another consequence of the 
Ved&ntic view is that the texts exhorting us to strive to 
see Brahman become purposeless , for the effects of Brahman 
may be seen without any endeavour, and apart fiom them 
no Brahman exists — And, finally, the texts declaring Brah 
man to be unborn are contradicted thereby — If, on the other 
hand — m order to escape fiom these difficulties— we assume 
Brahman to consist of parts, we thereby do violence to those 
texts which declare Brahman not to be made up of parts 
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Moreovei, if Brahman is made up of parts it follows that it 
is non eternal — Hence the Vedftntic point of view cannot be 
maintained in any way 

27 But (this is not so) on account of scriptural 
passages and on account of (Brahman) rest ng on 
Scripture (only) 

The word ' but discards the objection — We deny this 
and maintain that our view is not open to any objections — 
That the entire Brahtnan undergoes change by no means 
follows from our doctrine * on account of sacred texts. For 
m the same way as Scripture speaks of the origin of the 
world from Brahman, it also speaks of Brahman subsisting 
apart from its effects This appears from the passages 
indicating the difference of cause and effect ( That divinity 
thought) let me entei into, these three divinities with this 
living Self and evolve names and forms and, 'Such is 
the greatness of it greater than it is the Person one foot 
of him are all things thiee feet are what is immoital in 
heaven ( Kh Up III ia 6) , further from the passages 
declaring the unmodified Brahman to have its abode m 
the heart, and from those teaching that (in dreamless sleep) 
the individual soul is united with the True For if the 
entire Brahman had passed into its effects, the limitation 
(of the soul s union with Brahman) to the state of dreamless 
sleep which is declared in the passage, then it is united 
with the True my dear would be out of place since the 
individual soul is always united with the effects of Brah 
man, and since an unmodified Brahman does not exist (on 
that hypothesis) Moreover the possibility of Brahman 
becoming the object of perception by means of the senses 
is denied while its effects may thus he perceived For 
these reasons the existence of an unmodified Brahman has 
to be admitted — Nor do we violate those texts which 
declare Brahman to be without parts, we rather admit 
Brahman to be without parts just because Scripture reveals 
it. For Brahman which rests exclusively on the holy texts 
and regarding which the holy texts alone are authon 
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tative — not the senses, and So on — must be accepted such 
as the texts pioclaim it to be Now those texts declare 
on the one hand that not the entire Brahman passes over 
into its effects and, on the other hand, that Brahman is 
without parts Even certain ordinary things such as gems 
spells, herbs and the like possess powers which, owing to 
difference of time place occasion and so on produce 
various opposite effects, and nobody maided by mstruc 
tion is able to find out by mere reflection the number 
of these powers their favouring conditions their objects, 
their purposes &c , how much more impossible is it to 
conceive without the aid of Scripture the true nature of 
Biahman with its powers unfathomable by thought l As 
the Purd«a says ‘Do not apply reasoning to what is 
unthinkable 1 The mark of the unthinkable is that it is 
above all material causes 1 Therefore the cognition of 
what is supersensuous is based on the holy texts only 

But — our opponent will say — even the holy texts can 
not make us understand what is contradictory Brahman, 
you say, which is without parts undergoes a change but 
not the entire Brahman If Brahman is without parts, it 
does either not change at all or it changes tn its entirety 
If on the other hand it be said that it changes partly and 
persists partly a break is effected m its nature, and from that 
it follows that it consists of parts It is true that m matters 
connected with action (as, for instance rathe case of the two 
Vedic injunctions * at the atirdtra he is to take theshodhnn 
cup and * at the atiratra he is not to take the shoifarm cup ) 
any contradiction which may present itself to the under 
standing is removed by the optional adoption of one of 
the two alternatives presented as action is dependent on 
man , but in the case under discussion the adoption 01 one of 
the alternatives does not remove the contradiction because 
an existent thing (like Brahman) does not (like an action 
which is to be accomplished) depend on man We are 
therefore met here by a real difficulty 

1 Prakritibhya ill, pratyakshadnsh/apaddrthasvabhivebbyo yat 
para*» vilakshawam l&rytdyupadesagainyais tad a&ntyam ity 
arthaA An Gi 
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No, we reply the difficulty is merely an apparent one, 
as we maintain that the (alleged) break in Brahmans 
nature is a mere figment of Nescience By a break of 
that nature a thing is not really broken up into parts not 
any more than the moon is really multiplied by appearing 
double to a person of defective vision By that element 
of plurality which is the fiction of Nescience which is 
characterised by name and foim which is evolved as well 
as non evolved which is not to be defined either as the 
Existing or the Non existing Brahman becomes the bksis 
of this entire apparent world with its changes and so on 
while in its true and real natme it at the same time remains 
unchanged lifted above the phenomenal universe And as 
the distinction of names and forms, the fiction of Nescience, 
originates entirely from speech only it does not militate 
against the fact of Brahman being without parts. — Nor 
have the scriptural passages which speak of Brahman as 
undergoing change *-he purpose of teaching the fact of 
change for such instruction would have no fruit They 
rather aim at imparting instruction about Brahmans Self 
as raised above this apparent world , that being an in- 
struction which we know to have a result of its own For 
m the scriptural passage beginning He can only be 
described by No, no (which passage conveys instruction 
about the absolute Brahman) a result is stated at the end, m 
the words * O Ganaka, you have indeed reached fearlessness 
(Brt Up IV a 4) — Hence our view does not involve any 
real difficulties 

28 For thus it is 111 the (individual) Self also, 
and various (creations exist in gods 1 &c ) 

Nor is there any reason to find fault with the doctrine 
that there can be a manifold creation in the one Self 
without destroying its character For Scripture teaches 
us that there exists a multiform cie-ition in the one Self 

A 

1 This is the way in which ^Sankaia divides the Stitra An Gi 
remarks to * loke po Ike limani £ett vyakhyaya vihtv&s biti 
vyS^ash/e 



II ADIIVAYA, I p£l>\ 29 


353 


of a dreaming person There are no chariots in that state 
no horses no roads but he himself creates chariots, horses, 
and roads (Brr Up IV 3 10) In ordinary life too 
multiform creations elephants horses and the like are 
seen to exist in. gods See., and magicians without m 
terfenng with the unity of their being Thus a multiform 
creation may exist m Brahman also one as it is without 
divesting it of its character of unity 

59 And because the objection (raised against 
our view) lies against his (the opponents) view 
likewise 

These also who maintain that the world has sprung 
from the pradhlna implicitly teach that something not 
made up of parts, unlimited, devoid of sound and other 
qualities — via the pradbfioa — is the cause of an effect — viz. 
the world — which is made up of parts, is limited and is 
characterised by the named qualities Hence it follows 
from that d&ctrme also either that the pradh&na as not 
consisting of parts has to undergo a change m its entirety, 
or else that the view of its not consisting of parts has to be 
abandoned — But— it might be pleaded m favour of the 
SSnkhyas — they do not maintain their pradh&na to be with 
out parts, for they dehne it as the state of equilibrium 
of the three gu«as Goodness, Passion and Darkness so 
that the pradhana forms a whole containing the three 
guvas as its parts.— -We reply that such a partiteness as 
is here pioposed does not remove the objection in hand 
because still each of the three qualities is declared to be 
in itself without parts 1 And each gu#a by itself assisted 
merely by the two other guxa$ constitutes the material 
o a i n si * of that part of the world which resembles it m its 
nature* — So that the objection lies against the Saskhva 

1 So that if it undergoes modifications it must either change m 
its entirety or else — against die assumption — consist of parts. 

9 The last clause precludes the jnsuficatory remark that the 
stated difficulties can be avoided if we assume the three gusas m 
combination only to undergo modincation , if this were so the 
inequality of the different effects could not be accounted for. 

[34} A a 
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view likewise — Well, then as the lessoning (on which the 
doctrine of the impartiteness of the pradh&na rests) is not 
absolutely safe let us assume that the pradhina consists 
of parts — If you do that we reply, it follows that the 
pradMna cannot be eternal, and so on — Let it then be said 
that the various powers of the pradhtna to which the 
variety of its effects is pointing are its parts. — Well we 
reply those various powers are admitted by us also who 
see the cause of the world m Brahman 

The same objections lie against the doctrine of the 
world having originated from atoms For on that doctnne 
one atom when combining with another must as it is not 
made up of parts enter into the combination with its 
whole extent, and as thus no mciease of bulk takes place 
we do not get beyond the first atom* If on the other 
hand you maintain that the atom enters into the com 
bination with a part only you offend against the assumption 
of the atoms having no parts. 

As therefore all views are equally obnoxious to the objec 
tions raised the latter cannot be urged against any one view 
in particular and the advocate of Brahman has consequently 
cleared his doctrine 

30 And (the highest divinity is) endowed with all 
(powers) because that is seen (from Scripture) 

We have stated that this multiform world of effects is 
possible to Brahman because although one only, it is 
endowed with various powers — How then — it may be 
asked — do you know that the highest Brahman is endowed 
with various powers > — He is we reply, endowed with all 
powers, because that is seen For various scriptural pas- 
sages declare that the highest divinity possesses all powers 
He to whom all actions, all desires, all odours, all tastes 
belong, he who embraces all this who never speaks, and is 

1 As an atom has no parts it cannot enter into partial contact 
with another and the only way in which the two can combine l 
entire interpenetration m consequence of which the compound o 
two atoms would not occupy more space than one atom 



n ADHYAVA, I PADA 3 1 


355 


ttever surprised ' (K/t Up III 14 4) He who desires 
what is true and imagines what is true (Kh Up VIII* 7 
x) He who knows all (in its totality) and cognizes all (in 
its detail ) (Mu Up I 1 9) By the command of that Im 
perishable O GdrgJ sun and moon stand apart (Bn Up 
HI 8, g) , and other similar passages 

31 If it be said that (Brahman ts devoid of 
powers) on account of the absence of organs , (we 
reply that) tins has been explained (before) 

Let this be granted — Scripture however, declares the 
highest divinity to be without (bodily) organs of action 1 , 
so, for instance in the passage * It is without eyes, without 
ears, without speech, without mind’ (B rt Up III 8, 8). 
Being such how should rt be able to produce effects 
although it may be endowed with all powers? For we 
know (from mantras, arthav&das, &c.) that the gods and 
other intelligent bemgs, though endowed with all powers, 
are capable of producing certain effects only because they are 
furnished with bodily instruments of action And moreover, 
how can the divinity to whom the scriptural passage, * No, 
no, denies all attributes be endowed with all powers? 

The appropriate reply to this question has been already 
given above The transcendent highest Brahman can be 
fathomed by means of Scripture only not by mere reasoning 
Nor are we obliged to assume that the capacity of one being 
is exactly like that which is observed in another It has 
likewise been explained above that although all qualities are 
denied of Brahman we nevertheless may consider it to be 
endowed with powers, if we assume m its nature an element 
of plurality, which is the mere figment of Nescience 
Moreover, a scriptural passage (* Grasping without hands, 
hastening without feet, he sees without eyes he heat's 
without ears,’ *Sve. Up III, 19) declares that Brahman 


1 The Sfltra is concurred with the body only as far as it is an 
instrument , the case of extraneous instruments having already 
been disposed of m Sfltra 24 
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although devoid of bodily organs possesses all possible 
capacities 

32 (Brahman is) not (the creator of the world) 
on account of (bemgs engaging in any action) having 
a motive 

Another objection is raised against the doctrine of an 
intelligent cause of the world — The intelligent highest Self 
cannot be the creator of the sphere of this world on account 
of actions having a purpose, — We know from ordinary ex- 
perience that man, who is an intelligent being, begins to act 
after due consideration only and does not engage even in 
an unimportant undertaking unless it serves some purpose 
of his own , much less so in important business There is 
also a scriptural passage confiimxng this result of common 
expei lence, Verily everything is not dear that you may love 
eveiything but that you may love the Self therefore every- 
thing is dear (Bn Up II 4 5) Now the undertaking of 
creating the sphere of this world, with all its various con 
tents is certainly a weightyone If then, on 4 :he one hand 
you assume it to serve some puipose of the intelligent highest 
Self you thereby sublate its self-sufficiency vouched for by 
Scripture if, on the other hand, you affirm absence of 
motive on its part you must affirm absence of activity 
also — Let us then assume that just as sometimes an intel- 
ligent person when in a state of frenzy proceeds, owing to 
his mental aberration to action without a motive so the 
highest Self also created this world without any motive — 
That, we reply would contradict the omniscience of the 
highest Self which is vouched for by Scripture.— Hence 
the doctrine of the creation proceeding from an intelligent 
Being is untenable 

33 But (Brahmans creative activity) is mere 
sport such as we see in ordinary life 

The woid * but discards the objection raised — We see in 
every day life that certain doings of princes or other men 
of high position who have no unfulfilled desires left have no 
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refeience to any extraneous purpose, but proceed from mere 
sportfulness as for instance their recreations m places of 
amusement We further see that the process of inhalation 
and exhalation is going on without reference to any 
extraneous purpose merely following the law of its own 
nature Analogously the activity of the Lord also may be 
supposed to be mere sport proceeding from his own nature 1 
without reference to any purpose For on the giound 
neither of leason nor of Scripture can we construe any other 
purpose of the Lord Nor can his nature be questioned * — 
Although the creation of this world appears to us a weighty 
and difficult undertaking it is mere play to the Lo d whose 
power is unlimited And if in ordinary life we might pos 
sibly by close scrutiny detect some subtle motive even for 
sportful action we cannot do so with regard to the actions 
of the Lord, all whose wishes are fulfilled as Scripture says 
— Nor can it be said that he either does not act or acts like 
a senseless person , for Scripture affirms the fact of the crea 
tion on the one hand and the Lords omniscience on the 
other hand And finally we must lemember that the scrip 
tural doctrine of cieation does not refer to the highest reality 
it refers to the apparent world only which is characterised by 
name and form the figments of Nescience and it moreover, 
aims at intimating that Brahman is the Self of everything 

34 Inequality (of dispensation) and cruelty (the 
Lord can) not (be reproached with) on account of 

1 The nature (svabhava) of the Lord is the commentators sav 
Maya joined with tune and karman. 

* This clause is an answer to the objection that the Lord m ght 
remain at rest instead of creating a world useless to himself and 
the* cause of pam to others. For in consequence of his conjunction 
with Mfiyft the creation is unavoidable Go. An Avidya naturally 
tends towards effects, without any purpose Bhft 

An Gl remarks Nanu lllddav asmad&dtn&ra akasmid eva 
nivntter api darranld trvarasySpi nvdyfimayySw ls!d)'5« tathd 
bMve vjndpi samyag^dfinars saiasftrasamuiitAittir Hi tatraha na Aeti 
Amrv££y£ khalv avidvfi parasyervamja £a svabhavo Kleti fofyate 
tatra na pr&UltasrabMv&ySm anupapalt r avatara hy artbaA 
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his regarding (merit and dement) for so (Scripture) 
declares 

In order to strengthen the tenet which we are at present 
defending, we follow the procedure of him who shakes a pole 
planted in the ground (in order to test whether it is firmly 
planted) and raise another objection against the doctrine 
of the Lord being the cause of the world — The Lord, it is 
said, cannot be the cause of the world because, on that 
hypothesis the reproach of inequality of dispensation and 
cruelty would a tach to him Some beings viz the gods 
and others he lenders eminently happy, others as for 
instance the animals, eminently unhappy, to some again as 
for instance men he allots an intermediate position To a 
Lord bringing about such an unequal condition of things 
passion and malice would have to be ascribed just as to 
any common petson acting similarly, which attributes 
would be contrary to the essential, goodness of the Lord 
affiimed by Sruti and Smnti Moreover as the infliction of 
pain and the final destruction of all creatures would form 
part of his dispensation he would have to be taxed with 
great cruelty a quality abhorred by low people even For 
these two reasons Brahman cannot be the cause of the world 

The Lord we reply cannot be leproachedwith inequality 
of dispensation and cruelty, because he is bound by regards 
If the Lord on his own account, without any extraneous 
regards, produced this unequal creation, he would expose 
himself to blame , but the fact is, that in creating he is bound 
by certain regards 1 e he has to look to merit and dement. 
Hence the circumstance of the creation being unequal is due 
to the ment and dement of the living creatures created, and 
is not a fault foi which the Lord is to blame The position 
of the Lord is to be looked on as analogous to that of 
Parganya the Giver of rain. For as Parganya is the com- 
mon cause of the production of nee, barle j and other plants 
while the difference between the various species is due to the 
various potentialities lying hidden in the respective seeds 
so the Lord is the common cause of the creation of gods, 
men &c while the differences between these classes of beings 
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are due to the different merit belonging to the individual 
souls Hence the Lord, being bound by regards cannot be 
reproached with inequality of dispensation and cruelty — 
And if we are asked how we come to know that the Lord, 
m creating this world with its various conditions is bound 
by legards, we reply that Scripture declares that, compare 
for instance the two following passages ‘For he {the Lord) 
makes him whom he wishes to lead up from these worlds, 
do a good deed , and the same makes him whom he wishes 
to lead down from these worlds, do a bad deed (Kaush 
Up III, 8} 1 and A man becomes good by good work, 
bad by bad work (Bn Up III a 13) Smriti passages 
also declare the favour of the Lord and its opposite to de- 
pend on the different quality of the works of living beings 
so for instance I serve men m the way in which they 
approach me (Bha Gu IV, n) 

35 If it be objected that it (viz the Lord's 
having regard to merit and dement) is impossible 
on account of the non-distinction (of merit and 
dement, previous to the first creation) , we refute 
the objection on the ground of (the world) being 
without a beginning 

But— an objection is raised— -the passage * Being only 
this was in the beginning, one, without a second, affirms 
tha t before the creation there was no distinction and conse- 
quently no merit on account of which the creation might 
have become unequal And if we assume the Lo'd to have 
been guided m hta dispensations by the actions of living 
beings subsequent to the creation we involve ourselves m 
the circular reasoning that work depends on diversity of 


1 From this passage we must not— the commentators say — infer 
injustice on the part of the Lord for the previous merit or dement 
of a being determines the specific quality of the actions which he 
performs in his present existence the Lord acting as the common 
cause only (as Par^atiya does). 
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condition of life and diversity of condition again on woik 
The Lord may be consideied as acting with regard to reh 
gious merit after distinction had once arisen , but as before 
that the cause of inequality viz merit did not exist it 
follows that the first creation must have been free from 
inequalities 

This objection we meet by the remark, that the transmi- 
gratory world is without beginning —The objection would 
be valid if the world had a beginning but as it is without 
beginning, merit and inequality are like seed and sprout 
caused as well as causes, and there is therefore no logical 
objection to their operation — To the question how we know 
that the world is without a beginning, the next Sfltra replies 


36 (The beginmnglessness of the world) recom 
mends itself to reason and is seen (from Scripture) 

The begmnmglessness of the world recommends itself to 
reason For if it had a beginning it would follow that the 
world spnngmg into existence without a cause the released 
souls also would again enter into the circle of transmigratory 
existence and further as then there would exist no detei 
mining cause of the unequal dispensation of pleasure and 
pain, we should have to acquiesce in the doctrine of rewards 
and punishments being allotted without reference to previous 
good or bad actions That the Lord is not the cause of the 
inequality, has already been remarked Nor can Nescience 
by itself be the cause as it is of a uniform nature On 
the other hand Nescience may be the cause of inequality, 
if it be considered as having regard to merit accruing from 
action produced by the mental impressions of wrath hatred 
and other afflicting passions 1 Without merit and demerit 
nobody can enter into existence, and again without a body 
merit and dement cannot be formed so that — on the doc- 


1 RagarlvesliamoM r&gadayas te ka. purusham dukh&dibhiA 
kluyanlftt kleras tesham vasanaA kirm»prav«ttranuguw£s t&hhir 
&kshiptaA dbannfidTaksharaia karaja 1 tulape k shS vidvl- An Gi. 



II ADHYAVA, I PAHA, 37 


361 


trine of the world having a beginning — we are led into a 
logical see saw The opposite doctrine, on the other hand, 
explains all matters m a manner analogous to the case of the 
seed and sprout, so that no difficulty remains — Moreover 
the fact of the world being without a beginning is seen m 
Sruti and Smrfti In the first place, we have the scriptural 
passage * Let me enter with this living Self (giva) &c (Kk. 
Up VI, 3 a) Here the circumstance of the embodied 
Self (the individual soul) being called previously to creation 
the living Self — a name applying to it in so far as it is 
the sustaining principle of the pranas — shows that this 
phenomenal world is without a beginning For if it had a 
beginning the pr&aas would not exist before that beginning 
and how then could the embodied Seif be denoted, with 
reference to the time of the world s beginning, by a name 
which depends on the existence of those pra«as? Nor can 
it be said that it is so designated with a view to its future 
relation to the pr&#as it being a settled principle that a 
past relation as being already existing, is of greater force than 
a mere future relation — Moreover we have the mantra As 
the creator formerly devised (akalpayat) sun and moon 
{Rt. Sa#/h X 390 3) which intimates the existence of 
former Kalpas Smwtt also declares the would to be 
without a beginning, Neither its form is known here, nor 
its end, nor its beginning nor its support (Bha. Gi XV, 
3) And the Purltwa also declares that there is no measure 
of the past and the future Kalpas 

37 And because all the qualities (required m the 
cause of the world) are present (m Brahman) 

The teacher has now refuted all the objections such as 
difference of character and the like, which other teachers 
have brought forward against what he had established as 
the real sense of the Veda vis. that the intelligent Brahman 
is the cause and matter of this world 

Now before entering on a new chapter whose chtet aim it 
will be to refute the (positive) opinions held byothei teach 
ers he sums up the foregoing chapter the purport of which 
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it was to show why his view should be accepted — Because 
if that Brahman is acknowledged as the cause of the world 
all attributes required m the cause (of the world) are seen 
to be present — Brahman being all knowing, all powerful 
and possessing the great power of MHy3, — on that account 
this our system founded on the Upanishads is not open to 
any objections 
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SECOND PADA 

Reverence to the highest Self* 

1 That which is inferred (by the Sankhyas w 
the pradhina) cannot be the cause (of the world) 
on account of the orderly arrangement (of the world) 
being impossible (on that hypothesis) 

Although it is the object of this system to define the true 
meaning of the Vedanta texts and not like the science of 
Logic, to establish 01 refute some tenet by mere ratiocin 
ation still it is incumbent on thorough students of the 
Vedanta to refute the Sinkhya and other systems which 
are obstacles in the way of perfect knowledge For this 
purpose a new chapter is begun (Nor must it be said that 
the refutation of the other systems ought to have preceded 
the establishment of the Vedanta position for) as the 
determination of the sense of the Ved&ita-passages directly 
subserves perfect knowledge, we have at first by means of 
such a determination established our own position, since 
this is a task more important than the refutation of the 
views entertained by otheis 

Here an opponent might come forward and say that we 
are indeed entitled to establish our own position so as to 
define perfect knowledge which is the means of release to 
those desirous of it but that no use is appaient of a refuta 
tion of other opinions a proceeding productive of nothing 
but hate and anger — There is a use we reply For there 
is some danger of men of inferior intelligence looking upon 
the Sankhya and similar systems as requisite for perfect 
knowledge because those systems have a weighty appear- 
ance have been adopted by authoritative persons and 
piofess to lead to perfect knowledge Such people might 
therefore think that those systems- with their abstruse argu 
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ments were propounded by omniscient sages and might on 
that account have faith in them For this reason we must 
endeavour to demonstrate their intrinsic worthlessness 

But it might be said the S&nkhya and similar systems 
have already been impugned in several Sdtras of the first 
adhyaya (I i j 18 I 4, 28) why, then controvert them 
again'* — The task — we reply — which we aie now about to 
undertake differs from what we have already accomplished 
As the Sankhyas and other philosophers also quote, in 
order to establish their own positions the Vedinta passages 
and interpret them in such a manner as to make them agree 
with their own systems we have hitherto endeavoured to 
show that then interpretations are altogether fallacious 
Now, however we are going to refute their arguments in an 
independent manner without any reference to the Vediuta- 
texts 

The Sinkhyas, to make a beginning with them, argue 
as follows — -just as jars dishes and other products which 
possess the common quality of consisting of clay are seen 
to have for their cause clay in general so we must suppose 
that all the outnard and inward It e inanimate and ant 
mate) effects which are endowed with the characteristics of 
pleasure pain and dulness 1 * have for their causes pleasure, 
pain, and dulness m general Pleasure pain, and dulness m 
their generality together constitute the threefold pradhina 
This pradhina which is non intelligent evolves itself spon- 
taneously into multiform modifications a , in order thus to 
effect the purposes (1. e. enjoyment, release, and so on) of 
the intelligent soul — The existence of the pradhaoja is to 
be inferred from other circumstances also, such as the limita 
tion of all effects and the like 3 

Against this doctnne we argue as follows — If you Sin 
khyas base your theory on parallel instances merely, we point 


1 The characteristics of Goodness, Passion, and Darkness, the 
three constituent elements (gu#a) of the pradhina Sa. Ki. 12,13 

1 Va. the great principle (xnahat) ahankara, &c Si. Ka 3 

* The arguments here referred to are enumerated m the Si Ki 
15 Si SOtrasI rap ft 
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out that a non intelligent thing which without being guided 
by an intelligent being spontaneously produces effects 
capable of subserving the purposes of some particular 
person is nowhere observed m the world We rather 
observe that houses palaces couches pleasure-grounds and 
the like — things which according to circumstances are con 
ducive to the obtamment of pleasure or the avoidance of 
pain — are made by workmen endowed with intelligence* 
Now look at this entire world which appears on the one 
hand as external (1. e inanimate) in the form of earth and the 
other elements enabling (the souls) to enjoy the fruits of 
their various actions and on the other hand as animate in 
the form of bodies which belong to the different classes of 
beings, possess a definite arrangement of organs* and are 
therefore capable of constituting the abodes of fruition 
look we say at this world of which the most ingenious 
workmen thnnot even form a conception in their mtnds and 
then say if a non intelligent principle like the pradh&na 13 
able to fashion it ! Other non-mtelligent thtrigs such as 
stones and clods of earth are certain^ not seen to possess 
analogous powers We rather must assume that just as 
clay and similar substances are seen to fashion themselves 
into various forms* if worked upon by potters and the like 
so the pradhina also (when modifying itself into its effects) 
is ruled by some intelligent principle* When endeavouring 
to determine the nature of the primal cause (of the world), 
there is no need for us to take our stand on those attributes 
only which form part of the nature of material causes such 
as clay &c. and not on those also which belong to 
extraneous agents such as potters Nor (if remem- 

bering this latter point) do we enter into conflict with any 
means of right knowledge , we, on the contrary are in direct 
agreement with Scripture which teaches tha^ an intelligent 


1 If we attempt to infer the nature of the universal cause from 
its effects on the ground of parallel instances as for instance that 
of an earthen jar whose material cause is clay we must remember 
that the jar has sprung from clay not without the co-operation of 
an intelligent being viz the potter 
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cause exists — For the leason detailed in the above 1 e. on 
account of the impossibility of the orderly arrangement 
(of the world) a non intelligent cause of the world is not to 
be inferred — The word and (m the Sutra) adds other 
reasons on account of which the pradhdna cannot be inferred 
vi 7 * on account of the non possibility of endowment &c 
For it cannot be maintained 1 that all outward and inward 
effects are endowed with the nature of pleasure pain and 
dulness because pleasure, &c are known as inward (mental) 
states while sound &c (i e the sense objects) are known 
as being of a different nature (1 e as outward things), and 
moreover as being the operative causes of pleasure &c 2 
And further, although the sense object such as sound and 
so on is one yet we observe that owing to the difference of 
the mental impressions (produced by it) differences exist in 
the effects it produces one peison being affected by it 
pleasantly another painfully and so on® — (Turning to the 
next SSnkhya argument which infers the existence of the 
pradhSna from the limitation of all effects), we letnark that 
he who concludes that all inward and outwaid effects depend 
on a conjunction of several things, because they are limited 
(a conclusion based on the observation that some limited 
effects such as root and sprout &c depend on the conjunc 
tion of several things), is driven to the conclusion that the 
three constituents of the pradh&na viz Goodness Passion 
and Darkness, likewise depend on the conjunction of several 


1 As had been asserted above for the purpose of inferring there- 
from according to the principle of the equality of cause and effect 
the existence of the three constituents of the pradhSna 

* -fluid a thing cannot consist of that of which it is the cause 

* Which differences cannot be reconciled with the Sankhya 
hypothesis of the object itself consisting of either pleasure or pain, 
&c — If things consisted m themselves of pleasure, pain &c. then 
sandal ointment (which is cooling and on that account pleasant in 
summer) would be pleasant in winter also, for sandal never is 
anything but sandal — And as thistles never are anything but 
thistles they ought, on the Sankhya hypothesis to be eaten with 
enjoyment not only by camels but by men also Bh& 
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antecedents 1 , for they also are limited 2 * 4 —Further a , it is 
impossible to use the relation of cause and effect as a reason 
for assuming that all effects whatever have anon intelligent 
principle for their antecedent for we have shown already 
that that relation exists m the case of couches and chairs 
also, over whose production intelligence presides 

2 And on account of (the impossibility of) ac- 
tivity 

Leaving the arrangement of the world we now pass on to 
the activity by which it is produced — The three gu«as 
passing out of the state of equipoise and entering into the 
condition of mutual subordination and superordmatxon 
originate activities tending towards the production of 
particular effects —Now these activities also cannot be 
ascribed to a non intelligent pradhina left to itself as no 
such activity is seen in clay and similar substances, or in 
chariots and the like. For we observe that clay and the 
like, and chariots-— which are in their own nature non 
intelligent — enter on activities tending towards particular 
effects only when they are acted upon by intelligent beings 
such as potters, &c m the one case and horses and the like 
in the other case. From what is seen we determine what is 
not seen Hence a non intelligent cause of the world is not 
to be inferred because on that hypothesis, the activity 
without which the world canpot be produced would be 
impossible 

But, the b&nkhya rejoins, we do likewise not observe 
activity on the part of mere intelligent beings. — True , we 
however see activity on the part of non intelligent things 
such as chariots and the like when they are in conjunction 
with intelligent beings — But, the Sinkhya again objects 
we never actually observe activity on the part of an mtel 


1 Sa« 5 argapQm.katvaprasauga m gus&nlUs sawsriishAtnekava- 

stuprakrj'tikatvaprasaktjr ity arth&i. An Gt 

* For they limit one another 

4 To proceed to the argument <110151 the separateness of cause 
and effect (Si h,5t 15} 
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ligent being even when m conjunction with a non intelligent 
thing — Very well, the question then arises Does the 
activity belong to that m which it is actually observed (as 
the Sankhya says) or to that on account of the conjunction 
with which it is observed (as the Veddntin avers) ? — We 
must the S&nkhya replies attribute activity to that in 
which it is actually seen since both (1 e the activity and its 
abode) are matter of observation A mere intelligent 
being on the other hand is never observed as the abode of 
activity while a chariot is The 1 existence of an intelligent 
Self joined to a body and so on which are the abode of 
activity can be established (by inference) only the inference 
being based on the difference observed between living bodies 
and mere non intelligent things, such as chariots and the like 
For this very reason viz that intelligence is observed only 
where a body is observed while it is -never seen without a 
body, the Materialists consider intelligence to be a mere 
attribute of the body. — Hence activity belongs only to 
what is non-mteihgent 

To all this we — #he Ved&ntms — make the following 
reply — We do not mean to say that activity does not 
belong to those non intelligent things in which it is observed , 
it does indeed belong to them, but it results from an 
intelligent principle, because it exists when the latter is 
present and does not exist when the latter is absent Just 
as the effects of burning and shining which have their abode 
in wood and similar material, are indeed not observed when 
there is mere fire (1 e. are not due to mere fire , as mere 
fire, l e. fire without wood, &c does not exist), but at the 
same time result from fire only as they are seen when fire 
is present and are not seen when fire is absent, so, as the 
Materialists also admit only intelligent bodies are observed 

1 The next sentences furnish the answer to the question how 
the intelligent Self is known at all if it is not the object of per 
cephon. — Pratyakshatvdbhave katham atmasiddhir lty ftsankya 
anum&n&d lty iha, pravrituti Anuminasiddhasya yfcetanasya ni 
pravrrtty itrra} ateti darjayitum evakdra£ Katham annm&nam ity 
apekshiyim tatprakdrasi sWayati kevaleti Vailakshawyam pra«d 
dimattvam Aq Gu 




II ADHYAYA, 2 PADA 3 


369 


co be tile movers of chariots and other non-mteiligenfc 
things. The motive power of intelligence is therefore 
incontrovertible — But — an objection will be raised — your 
Self even if joined to a body is incapable of exercising mov 
mg power, for motion cannot be effected by that the nature 
of which is pure intelligence — A thing, we reply which is 
itself devoid of motion may nevertheless move other things. 
The magnet is itself devoid of motion and yet it moves 
iron , and colours and the other objects of sense although 
themselves devoid of motion produce movements in the 
eyes and the other organs of sense So the Lord also who 
is all-present, the Self of all all knowing and all-powerful 
may although himself uumovmg, move the universe — If it 
finally be objected that (on the Vedinta doctrine) there is 
no room for a moving power as m consequence of the 
oneness (aduahty) of Brahman no motion can take place , 
we reply that such objections have repeatedly been refuted 
by our pointing to the feet of the Lord being fictitiously 
connected with Mfiyi, which consists of name and form 
presented by Nescience — Hence motion can be reconciled 
with the doctrine of an all knowing first cause , but not 
with the doctrine of a non intelligent first cause. 

3 If it be said (that the pradh&na moves) like 
milk or water, (we reply that:) there also (the motion 
is due to intelligence) 

Well, the Sdukhya resumes, listen then to the following 
instancea—As non-sentient milk Sows forth from its own 
nattiretfierely for the nourish rnent of the young animal, and 
as non. sentient water from Its own nature Sows along for 
the benefit of mankind so the pradhina also although nan 
intelligent, may be supposed to move from its own na<«re 
merely for the purpose of effecting the highest end of man 

This argumentation we reply is unsound again , for ar 
the adherents of both doetpnes admit that motion is nor 
observed in the case merrily non-mtelligent things such 
as chariots, &c. we infer that water and milk also mow 
only because they are directed by intelligent power 1 
Scriptural passages, moreover (such as * He who dwells UB 

£343 » b 
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the water and within the water who rules the water withm 
~ 8 >ri Up III 7 4 and By the cdmmand of that Akshan 
O Gdrgx, some rivers flow to the East &c B rt Up III 8 9) 
declare that everything in this world which flows is directed 
by the Lord Hence the instances of milk and water as 
belonging themselves to that class of cases which prove our 
general principle 1 cannot be used to show that the lattei is 
too wide — Moreover the cow which is an intelligent being 
and loves hei calf makes her milk flow by her wish to do 
so and the milk is in addition drawn forth by the sucking 
of the calf Nor does water move either with absolute 
independence — for its flow depends on the declivity of the 
soil and similar circumstances— or independently of an 
intelligent principle, for we have shown that the latter is 
present in all cases — If, finally our opponent should point 
to Sfltra II x n 4 as contradicting the piesent Sutra we 
remark that theie we have meiely shown on the ground of 
ordinary experience that an effect may take place in itself 
independently of any external instrumental cause , a con 
elusion which does not contradict the doctime based on 
Scripture that all effects depend on the Lord 

4 And because (the pradhana) on account of 
there existing nothing beyond it stands in no rela 
tion , (it cannot be active ) 

The three gu»as of the S£nkhyas when m a state of equi 

poi^e form the prauhina Beyond the pradhana there 

exists no external principle which could either impel the 

pradh&na to activity or restrain it fiom activity The soul 

(purusha) as we know is indifferent, neither moves to — nor 

restrains from — action As therefore the pradhana stands 

m no relation, it is impossible to see why it should sometimes 

modify itself into the great principle (ipahat) and sometimes 

not; Tfle activity and non activity (by turns) of the Lord 
. - 

1 Vjfz that whatever moves or acts does so under the influence 
of watefligtnce — Sldhyapahsbtfljls>laiptatva« sidhyavati pahshe 
pgawisb&tva® eva i&A k a, sapaHhanikshiptaH asyapy upai&kh&wain 
anupany&so na v vabtuitrabb C et^it by jMkGi 
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on the other hand are not contrary to reason on account 
of his omniscience and omnipotence and his being con 
nected with the power of illusion (m£y&) 

5 Nor (can it be said that the pradhana modifies 
itself spontaneously) like grass &c (which turn into 
milk) for (milk) does not exist elsewhere (but in 
the female animal) 

Let this be (the Sdnkhya resumes) Just as grass herbs 
water, &c independently of any other instrumental cause 
transform themselves by then own nature mto milk so 
we assume the pradh&na also transfoims itself into the 
great principle and so on. And if you ask how we know 
that grass transforms itself independently of any mstru 
mental cause we teply * Because no such cause is ob 
served For if we did perceive some such cause we certainly 
should apply it to grass &c according to our liking and 
thereby produce milk But as a matter of feet it e do no 
such thing Hence the transformation of grass and the like 
must be considered to be due to its own nature merely , 
and we may infer therefrom that the transfoimation of the 
pradh&na is of the same kind 

To this we make the following reply — The transformation 
of the pradMna might be ascribed to its own nature merely 
if we really could admit that grass modifies itself in the 
manner stated by you but we are unable to admit that, 
since another instrumental catlse is observed How? 

Because it does not exist elsewhere. For grass becomes 
milk only when it is eaten by a cow or some other female 
api waf, Pot ,iF it is left either uneaten or is eaten by a bub 
If the jtrsaiarfbrmation had po special cause, grass would 
become miik even on other conditions than that of entering 
a cow^s body Nor would the circumstance of men not 
being able to prdefeee i&ilk according to their liking prove 
that there is no Instrumental cause for while s me efiec+s 
cad be produced by men others result from divine action 
only 5 The fact hen ever is that men also are able by 

1 It might be held that foi the transformation of grass into n»Jk 
no o her cause is required than the digestive heat or the coa $ 

i b 2 
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applying a means in their power to produce milk from 
grass and herbs for when they wish to procure a more 
abundant supply of milk they feed the cow more plentifully 
and thus obtain more milk from her — For these reasons 
the spontaneous modification of the pradMna cannot be 
proved from the instance of glass and the like 

6 Even if we admit (the Sankhya position refitted 
in what precedes it is invalidated by other ob 
jections) on account of the absence of a purpose 
(on the part of the pradhina) 

Even if we accommodating ourselves to your (the S&n 
khya s) belief should admit what has been disproved in the 
preceding Sfttra, viz that the pradMna is spontaneously 
active still your opinion would lie open to an objection on 
account of the absence of a purpose For if the spontaneous 

activity of the pradMna has as you say no reference to 
anything else it will have no reference not only to any aiding 
principle, but also to any purpose or motive, and conse 
quently your doctrine that the pradMna is active in order 
to effect the purpose of man will become untenable If you 
reply that the pradh&na does not indeed regaid any aiding 
principle but does icgard a purpose, we remark that in 
that case we must distinguish between the different pos 
sible purposes, viz either enjoyment (on the part of the 
soul) or final release or both If enjoyment, what enjoy- 
ment, we ask, can belong to the soul which is naturally 
incapable of any accretion (of pleasure or pain) 1 ? Moreover, 
there would m that case be no opportunity for release 2 
— If release, then the activity of the pradMna would be 
purposeless, as even antecedently to it the soul is in the 

-nr , ■ L j- , i ■* ■ 

b0% , but a rejecting person will acknowledge that there also the 
onuuscrent lord is active Bbl, 

* ^n&dbeyftttsayasya sukhadukhapMptipafiib&iardp&ifayarCinyas- 
yety srtbMr An. <3i 

* Fop the soul as being of an entirely m&ctwe n^ttue cannot of 
itself auto at release and the pradk&ui rums— ex hypothesi — 
0% id the soul's undergoing vfccipd 1 esjietieace 

v , * * *1 
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state of release moreover there wou d then be no occasion 
for the oerception of sounds Sjc 1 * If both then on account 
of the infinite number of the objects of pradhdna to be 
enjoyed (by the soul) 3 there m ould be no opportunity for 
final release. Nor can the satisfaction of a desire be con- 
sidered as the purpose of the actn ity ot the pradhina foi 
neither the aon-mtelhgent pradhdna nor the essentially 
pure soul can feel any desire — If finally, you should assume 
the pradhAna to be active, because otherwise the power of 
s«ght {belonging to the soul on account of its intelligent 
nature; and the creative power (belonging to the pradhdna) 
would be purposeless , it would follow that as the cieative 
power of the pradh&na does not cease at any time any more 
than the souls power of sight does, the appaient world 
would never come to an end, so that no final release of the 
soul could take place 3 — It is, theiefoie, impossible to 
maintain that the pradhAna enteis on its activity for the 
purposes of the soul 

7 And if you say (that the soul may move the 
pradh&na) as the (lame) man (moves the blind one) 
or as the magnet (moves the iron) thus also (the 
difficulty is not overcome) 

Well then — the SAnkhya resumes endeavouring to defend 
his position by parallel instances— let us ^ay that, as some 
lame man devoid of the power of motion, but possessing 
the power of sight, having mounted the back of a blind 
mail who is able to move but not to see, makes the latter 
movv, or as the magnet not moving itself moves the iron 
sO the soul mmms die pradh&na — 'Thus also we reply, you 
do nt>t free your doctrine from all shortcomings , for this 
your new position involves an abandonment of your old 

1 I e, far the vambo$ items consulting enjoyment or experience 

* T«dye#j» kahpajarabtMdyupabbdbir vA sarnastatadupalabdhir 

bhoga iti vikatpy&dye sarveshSm ekadaiva maktiA syM iti 
manv&no dviityacw pr&lyAha ubhayArfh&teti An Gi 

8 The MSS of A nanda Gtn onut sajas&Hbiui£Aed£t the Bh& 
mads reading is Sargasaktyauu^JAedavad dnluaktyanu&AedAt 
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position accoidmg to which the pradhana is moving of 
itself and the {indifferent inactive) soul possesses no 
moving power And how should the mdiffeient soul move 
the pradhana ? A man although lame may make a blind 
man move by means of words and the like but the soul 
which is devoid of action and qualities cannot possibly put 
forth -nj moving energy Nor can it be said that it moves 
the pradhana by its mere proximity as the magnet moves 
the non for from the peimaneney of proximitj (of soul 
and piadh&na) a peimaneney of motion would follow The 
proximity of the magnet on the other hand (to the iron), is 
not permanent but depends on a certain activity and the 
adjustment of the magnet m a certain position , hence 
the (lame) man and the magnet do not supply leally 
pai allel instances — The pi adbana then being non intelligent 
and the sou 1 indifferent and there being no third principle 
to connect them thei e can be no connexion of the two If 
we attempted to establish a connexion on the giound of 
capability (of being seen on the part of the pradhana of 
seeing on the part of the soul) the permanency of such 
capability would imply the impossibility of final lelease — 
Moieovei heie as well as before (in the preceding Sutra) 
the diffeient alternatives connected with the absence of 
puiposc (on the piadhana s part) have to be considered 1 — 
The highest Self on the other hand (which is the cause of 
the world accoiding to the Ved&ntms) is characterised by 
non activity inherent in it 3 own nature and at the same 
time by moving power inheient in MSya and is thus 
supenoi (to the soul of the Slnkhyas) 

8 And, again (the pradhfina cannot be active) 
because the relation of principal (and subordinate 
matter) is impossible (between the three guwas) 

For the following reason also activity on the part of the 
pradMm is not possible — The condition of the piadh&na 

* the tlreorj/ that the so«t 1$. cause of the prkdhfinas 
Jiave to ask whether pradhSna acts f or the 
souiV enjoyment Qr for its release Sec 
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consists m the three giwas viz goodness, passion and 
darkness abiding in themselves in a. state of equipoise 
without standing to one anothei m the relation of mutual 
superiority or mfenoaty In that state the gunas cannot 
possibly enter into the relation of mutual subserviency 
because thereby they would forfeit their essential character 
istic viz absolute independence And as there exists no 
extraneous principle to stir up the gams the production of 
the great principle and the other effects — which would 
require for its operative cause a non balanced state of the 
guwas — 'is impossible 

9 And although another inference be made (the 
objections remain m force) on account of the (pra 
dhina) being devoid of the power of intelligence 

But— the SAukhya lesumes — we draw another inference 
so as to leav e no room for the objection just stated W e do 
not acknowledge the g««as to be characterised by absolute 
irrelativity and unchangeableness since there is no proof 
for such an assumption We rather infer the character 
istics of the guraas from those of then effects, presuming 
that their nature must be such as to render the production 
of the effects possible. Now the guvas are admitted to be 
of an unsteady nature hence the gums themselves are 
able to enter into the relation of mutual inequality even 
while they are in a state of equipoise 

Even m* that ease we reply the objections stated above 
winch were founded on the impossibility of an orderly 
asrrdugeateot of the world, 10 force on account 

being devoid of the power of intelligence 
jfigj $ escape those electrons) the S 5 akhya should 
infer (frotn the orderly arfemgemdflt of the world, &c-), that 
the primal cause is intelligent he would cease to he an 
antagonist, sufice, it(e doctrine that there is one intelligent 
cause of this multiform workT would be nothing else bat the 
Ved&iiic doctrine of Brahman.— Moreover if the gaums 
were capable of entering into the relation of mutual tit- 
equalit} even uhde in the state of equipoise, mt of two 
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things would happen they would either not be in the con 
dition of inequality on account of the absence of an opera 
tive cause or else if they were in that condition, they 
would always remain in it, the absence of an operative 
cause being a non changing circumstance And thus the 
doctrine would again be open to the objection stated 
before 1 


io And moreover (the Slnkhya doctrine) is ob 
jectionable on account of its contradictions 

The doctrine of the S&nkhyas moreover, is full of contra- 
dictions Sometimes they enumerate seven senses, some 
times eleven 2 * In some places they teach that the subtle 
elements of material things proceed from the great prin- 
ciple in other places again that they proceed from self- 
consciousness Sometimes they speak of three internal 
organs sometimes of one only® That their doctrine more- 
over contradicts -SYuti, which teaches that the Lord is the 
cause of the world and Smrzti based on .Srutl, is well 
known. — For these reasons also the Sinkhya system is 
objectionable 

Here the S&nkhya again brings a countercharge. — The 
system of the Ved&ntins also, he says must be declared to 
be objectionable , for it does not admit that that which suffers 
and that which causes suffering 4 are different classes of 
things (and thereby renders futile the well-established dis 
tmction of causes of suffering and suffering beings) For 


1 Anaptaxo dosho reahariMthS ryotpid&yoga^. An. Gi 

* In the farmer case the five intellectual senses are looked upon 
as mere modifications of the sense of touch 

9 Sfedlhi in the latter case being the generic mime for boddht, 
ahanifira, andmanaS 

* that Trjueh bums and th^t 'which is tainted, which litoral 

wotfid perhaps he preferable throughout; As it is 
foe. context has necessitated its retention ip some plates.— The 
stiff erers are the individual scruls,the cause of suffering foe world 
in which foe souls Jiwe , , 
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those who admit the one Brahman to be the Self of every- 
thing and the cause of the whole wot Id, have to admit also 
that the two attributes of being that which causes suffering 
and that which suffers belong to the one supreme Self (not 
to different classes of beings). If then these two attributes 
belong to one and the same Self it never can divest itself of 
them and thus Scripture, which teaches perfect knowledge 
for the purpose of the cessation of all suffering loses all its 
meaning For — to adduce a parallel case— a lamp as lorg 
as it subsists as such is never divested of the two qualities 
of giving heat and light And if the Ved&ntin should 
adduce the ease of water with its waves nipples, loam 
&C 1 we remaik that there also the waves &c constitute 
attributes of the water which remain permanently although 
they by turns manifest themselves, and again enter into 
the state of non manifestation , hence the water is never 
really destitute of waves, not any more than the lamp is 
ever destitute of heat and light — That that which causes 
suffering, and that which suffers constitute different classes 
of things is, moreover well known from ordinary expen 
ence For (to consider the matter from a more general 
point of view) the person desiring and the thing desired 2 
are understood to be separate existences. If the object 
of desire were not essentially different and separate from 
the person desiring, the state of being desirous pould noi be 
ascribed to the latter, betaosc the object with reference to 
which alone he cart be called desiring would already essen- 
tially be established tn him (belong to him) The latter 
state of dungs exists in the case of a lamp mid its h^ht, for 
instance. laght esse*itt?% belongs to the femp, and hence 
thr-.^l^|.fffe^iesatn hi want of 

I m t*ts* 

l 1 ^ 

— . ^ * i *2 ■ l i If £ £ i, . ■ — — <" — > — T -i 

1 In the ewe JV* && ■¥* 

essential, hence the feetta, is supposed to hnag forward the 
sea with its waves, and so On, as farmsfang a case where attribute* 
pass away while the substance remains, 

* * Artha a useful or beneficial thing, an object Of desire. 
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(And just as there could be no desiring person, if the 
object of desire and the desiring person were not essentially 
separate) so the object of desire also would cease to be an 
object for the desiring person and would be an object for 
itself only As a matter of fact however, this is not the 
case for the two ideas (and teims) object of desire and 
‘ desiring person imply a relation (are correlative) and a 
relation exists in two things not m one only Hence the 
desiring person and the object of desire are separate — The 
same holds good with regard to what is not desired (object 
of aversion , anartha) and the non desiring person (anarthin) 
An object of desire is whatever is of advantage to the de 
siring person an object of aversion whatever is of disadvan- 
tage with both one person enters into telation by turns. 
On account of the comparative paucity of the objects of 
desire, and the comparative multitude of the objects of 
aversion, both may be comprised under the general term, 
object of aversion Now, these objects of aversion we 
mean when we use the term causes of suffering while by 
the term sufferer* we understand the soul which being 
one enters into successive relations with both (i e. the 
objects of desue and the objects of aversion) If, then, the 
causes of suffering and the sufferer constitute one Self 
(as the Vedanta teaches) it follows that final release is im- 
possible — But if on the other hand the two are assumed to 
constitute separate classes the possibility of release is not 
excluded, since the cause of the connexion of the two (viz 
wrong knowledge) may be removed 

All this reasoning — we the Ved&ntms reply — is futile 
because on account of the unity of the Self the relation, 
whose two terms are the causes of suffering and the suf- 
ferer carta ot exist (in the Self) —Our doctrine would be 
Sable to your objection if that which causes suffering and 
that which suflep? did while belonging to one and the same 
Self stindt to each other m the relation of object and sub 
JfeJet* Birt they do not stand in that relation just because they 
are ope. If fire, although it possesses different attributes, 
such as heat and light and is capable of change, does peither 
bon* not |Rumjne itself jt is one only , how can the 
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one unchangeable Brahman enter with reference to itself into 
the lelation of cause of suffering and sufferei ? — Where then 
it may be asked does the relation discussed (which after all 
cannot be denied altogether) exist ? — That we reply is not 
difficult to see 1 * The living body which is the object of the 
action of burning is the sufferer the sun for instance, is 
a cause of suffering (burning) — But the opponent rejoins, 
burning is a pain and as such can affect an intelligent being 
only not the non intelligent body for if it were an affection 
of the mere body, it would on the destruction of the body 
cease of itself so that it would be needless to seek for 
means to make it cease — But it is likewise not observed, we 
reply that a mere intelligent being destitute of a body is 
burned and suffers pain — Nor would you (the Sfinkhya) 
also assume that the affection called burning belongs to a 
mere intelligent being Nor can you admit 4 a real connexion 
of the soul and the body, because thiough such a connexion 
impurity and similar imperfections would attach to the 
soul 3 Nor cm suffering itself be said to suffer And liow 
then we ask can you explain the relation existing between a 
sufferer and the causes of suffering ? If (as a last refuge) you 
should maintain that the sattva gu«a is that which suffers 
and the gu«a called passion that which causes suffering, we 
again object, because the intelligent principle (the soul) can- 
not be really connected with these two * And if you should 
say that the soul suffers asut were because it leans towards 5 
the sattva-guoa, we point out that the employment of the 
phrase as it were, shows that the soul does not really suffer 

1 reality neither suffering nor sufferers exist as the Vedintm 
had oilf m the first sentences ftffca reply bat there can of 

fie w? dO#i & ft who suffers a^d what causes suffering in 
thdv^$ab£i'i)Ea-stare, & e the phenomena! world. 

*tfk pnfey t<? sxpfcto thereby hw the Soul can experience pain. 

* And that would be the SSnfchya dogma of the soul s 

essential purity 

4 So that the fact of strffenng which cannot take place apart 
from an intelligent principle agam remains unexplained. 

5 Attnanas tapte sative pratibrmrtatvSd ynkii tapUr Hi rahkai® 
sattveti An Gi 
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If it is understood that its suffering is not real we do not 
object to the phrase * as it were 1 For the amphisbena also 
does not become venomous because it is a serpent as it 
were f like a serpent ) nor does the serpent lose its venom 
because it is like an amphisbena You trust therefore 
admit that the relation of causes of suffering and of sufferers 
is not real but tne effect of Nescience And if you admit 
that then my (the Veddntic) doctune also is fret from 
objections a 

But perhaps you (the S&nkhya) will say tnat after all 
suffering (on the part of the soul) is r eal 3 In that ca^e, 
however the impossibility of release is all Jhe irore unde 
niable 4 especially as the cause of suffering (\i^ the pra 
dhana) is admitted to be eternal — And if (to get out of this 
difficulty) you maintain that, although the potentialities of 
suffering (on the part of the soul) and of causing suffering 
(on the part of the pradMna) are eternal yet suffering in 
order to berome actual requires the conjunction of the two 
— which conjunction in its turr depends on a special eason 
vu the non-disci umnation of the piadhfina by the soul — 
and that hence, when that reason no longer exists, the con 
junction of the two comes to an absolute termination, 
whereby the absolute release of the soul becomes possible , 
we are again unable to accept your explanation because 
that on which the non discrimination depends viz the gu»a f 
called Darkness, is acknowledged by you to be eternal 


1 For it; then indicates no more than a fictitious resemblance 
* I he Skhkhya Pfirvapakshin had objected to the Ved&nta 
doctrine that, on the latter we cannot account for the fact known 
from ordinary experience that there are beings suffering pain and 
things causing suffering, — The Ve din tin in has turn endeavours to 
show that o* | the S&nkfeya doctrine gfeo the fact of suffering 
remark mmq^stble, and 1$ therefore to be considered npt real, 
hut; fictitious merely, the product of Nescience 
** Ns* -ohEy * suffering $$ it were as ft had been hailed above 

rea| «tffenpg cannot he removed by mere distinctive 
knowledge on which— accoMmg tp die Saakhy& ^ko-~release 
depends. 
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And as 1 there is no fixed rule for the (successive) rising and 
sinking of the influence of the particular gu»as there is also 
no fixed rule for the termination of the cause which 
effects the conjunction of soul and pradh&na (1 e non dis 
crimination) hence the disjunction of the two is oncer 
tam and so the S&nkhyas cannot escape the reproach of 
absence of final release resulting from their doctrm-' To 
the Ved&ntin on the other hand the idea of final release 
being impossible cannot occur m his dreams even for the 
Self he acknowledges to be one only and one thing cannot 
enter into the relation of subject and object, and Scripture 
moreover declares that the plurality of effects originates 
from speech only For the phenomenal world, on the other 
hand we may admit the relation of sufferer and suffering 
just as it is observed, and need neither object to it nor 
refute it 

Herewith we have refuted the doctnne which holds the 
pradhana to be the cause of the world We have now to 
dispose of the atomic theory 

We begin by refuting an objection raised by the atonusts 
against the upholders of Brahman — The Vaireshtkas argue 
as follows The qualities which inhere in the substance con 
stituting the cause originate qualities of the same kind in 
the substance constituting the effect we see for instance 
that from white threads white cloth is produced but do not 
observe what is contrary (viz. white threads resulting in a 
piece of cloth of a different colour) Hence, if the intelli- 
gent Brahman is assumed as the cause of the world, we 
should expect t» find intelligence inherent in the effect also 
viz. the w@d4 But this is not the case, and consequently 
Braliaaan «asnot be the cause of the world 
tobefalkctoas, on fee 




11 Or (the world may orrgtaafe ftt>m Brahman) 

1 .frji ii —*77** ' ^ 1 

1 This m answer to fee remark feat possibly fee of 

soul and pradhina may come to an end when fee influence 
of Darkness declines, it being overpowered by the knowledge of 
Tiutli 
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as the great and the long originate from the short 
and the atomic 

The system of the Vai^eshikas is the following — The 
atoms which possess according to their special kind 1 * the 
qualities of colour &c and which are of spherical form * 
subsist during a certain period 3 without producing any 
effects 4 * After that the unseen principle (adnsh/a) &c 
acting as operative causes and conjunction constituting the 
non inherent cause 6 they produce the entire aggregate of 
effected things beginning with binary atomic compounds 
At the same time the qualities of the causes (1 e. of the 
simple atoms) produce corresponding qualities in the effects 
Thus when two atoms pioduce a binary atomic compound 
the special qualities belonging to the simple atoms such as 
white colour, &c produce a corresponding white colour in 
the binary compound One special qualitj however of the 
simple atoms viz atomic sphencity does not produce cor 
responding sphericity m the binary compound for the 
forms of extension belonging to the latter are said to be 
minuteness (amitva) and shortness And again when two 
binary compounds combining produce a quaternary atomic 
compound the qualities such as whiteness &c mheient m 
the binary compounds produce corresponding qualities 
in the quaternary compounds with the exception howevei 
of the two qualities of minuteness and shortness For it ts 


1 I e according as they aie atoms of earth water fire or air 

* Pampaaw&la spherical is the technical term for the specific 
form of extension of the atoms and secondarily for the atoms 
themselves The latter must apparently be imagined as infinitely 
small spheres. Cp, Vair Silt VII 1 zo 

s Viz during the period of each pralaya At that tune all the 
atoms a re isolated and motionless. 

4 When die time for a new creation has come 

s The SRc, implies the activity of the Lord. 

* T|?e inherent (material) cause jof a® atomic compound are the 
ednsdfapeittl atoms, die non inherent cause the conjunction of those 
htonM, the operative dauses the adr^sfeia and the Lord’s activity 
^whteh make them enter into conjunction 
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admitted that the fonns of extension belonging to quater- 
nary compounds are not minuteness and shortness but 
bigness (mahattva) and length The same happens 1 when 
many simple atoms or many binary compounds or a simple 
atom and a binary compound comhme to produce new 
effects 

Well then we say just as from spherical atoms binary 
compounds are produced which are minute and short and 
ternary compounds which are big and long but not anything 
spherical or as from binary compounds which are minute 
and short ternary compounds &c are produced which are 
big and long not minute and short so this non intelligent 
world may spring from the intelligent Brahman This is a 
doctrine to which you — the Vaweshika — cannot, on your 
own principles object 

Here the Vaireshika will perhaps come forward with the 
following argumentation 2 As effected substances, such as 
binary compounds and so on are engrossed by forms of 
extension conti ary to that of the causal substances the 
forms of extension belonging to the latter viz sphencity 
and so on cannot produce similar qualities in the effects. 
The world on the other hand is not engrossed by any 
quality contrary to intelligence owing to which the intelli- 
gence inherent in the cause should not be able to originate 
a new intelligence in the effect. For non intelligence is not a 
quality contiary to intelligence but merely its negation 
As thus the case of sphericity is not an exactly parallel 
one intelligence may very well produce an effect similar to 
itself 

This argumentation, we rejoin, ts not sound just as the 
quahttes of sphericity and so oh, although existing in the 
do liot produce corresponding effects so it is with 

? It in C|ses the ^pcScaal form of extension, of the effect 
depends not on the extension of rise Cause but cm the number 

of atoms composing- flae cattse (and thereby the effect). 

3 In order to escape 1 the that the non-acceptance 

of the doctrine of Bfabimm iiWO&es the abandonment of a funda- 
mental Vaue tuba principle 
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intelligence also , so that the two cases are parallel so far 
Nor can the circumstance of the effects being engrossed by 
a different form of extension be alleged as the reason of 
sphericity &c not originating qualities similar to them 
selves for the power of originating effects belongs to 
sphericity, &c before another form of extension begins 
to ex st For it is admitted that the substance pro 
duced remains for a moment devoid of qualities, and that 
thereupon only (1 e after that moment) its qualities begin 
to exist Nor, again, can it be said that sphericity &c 
concentrate their activity on originating other forms of 
extension 1 and therefore do not originate forms of exten- 
sion belonging to the same class as their own for it is 
admitted that the origin of other forms is due to other 
causes , as the Sutras of Kawabhu^ (Ka#ada) themselves 
declare (Vair Sfli VII i 9 Bigness is produced from 
plurality inherent in the causes from bigness of the cause 
and from a kind of accumulation VII 1 io> The con 
trary of this (the big) is the minute , VII 1, 17, Thereby 
length and shortness are explained 8 ) — Nor again, can it 
be said that plurality -&c inherent m the cause originate 
(like effects) in consequence of some peculiar proximity (in 
which they are supposed to stand to the effected substance) 
while sphericity &c (not standing in a like proximity) do 
not for when a new substance or a new quality is origin- 

1 L e forms of extension different from sphericity &c 

* The first of the three Sfitras quoted comprises in the present text 
of the Vairesbika sfitras ottly die following words Kara«abahutva£ 
the ka. of the Sfltra implying according to the commentators 
mabatfva and pra&tya. — According to the Vaueshikas the form of 
extension called ami, minute has for its cause the dvitva inherent 
hr the material causes, 1 e the two atoms from which the- minute 
tanary atomic compound Originates, — -The form of extension called 
mahat*. big has different causes, among them bahutva l e the 
pl&tahty residing m the material causes of dm resulting big 
tl»ng, the of the uiahattva of % ternary atomic compound 
the trjtva inherent rn the three constituent atoms, 
111 other* eases mahattva is i|tie to attte^edent mabattva, m others 
a §ee tfeUpa^ra onVaw., Sfit, VII 


1 
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d all the qualities of the cause stand in the same rela 
of inherence to their abode (1 e the causal substance 
which they inhere) For these reasons the fact of 
tencity &c not originating like effects can be explained 
n the essential nature of sphericity &c only and the 
tie may therefore be maintained with regard to intelh 
ice 1 Moreover, from that observed feet also that from 
ijunction (sawyoga) there originate substances &c. be 
ging to a class different (from that to which conjunction 
df belongs) it follows that the doctrine of effects belong- 
to the same class as the causes from which they spring 
00 wide- If you remark against this last argument that 
we have to do at present with a substance (viz. Brah 
n) it is inappropriate to instance a quality (viz. con 
tion) as a parallel case , we point out that at present 
only wish to explain the origination of effects belonging 
a different class in general Nor is there any reason for 
restriction that substances only are to be adduced as 
imples for substances, and qualities only for qualities 
wr own Sfttrakdra adduces a quality as furnishing a 
■allel case for a substance (Vats Sdt IV a, 2, *On 
:ount of the conjunction of things perceptible and things 
jerceptihle being imperceptible the body is not com- 
sed of five elenMmts ) Just; as the conjunction which 
jeresin the perceptible earth and the imperceptible ether 
not perceptible, the body also, if ft had for its inherent 
*se the arpaft of them perceptible, 

-£ of titem imperceptible, would iisfelf be wnpereeptifrle 


ft is perceptible , hence it is not 
4 'feer« eohjimdtfoft a a 
‘a?- -The origin of effects 

capse) has, moreover, been 
■>§^- 4 Well then, tins being so, 
already (why then Is it 
wereply there we argued 

Le tf the to admit that it js the nature of 

lenmty not to produce BSe effects the Yedlatw ah® may 
that Brahman produces sax aahke effect, wa the uan- 
Jhgent woiid 

l34l C C 
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against the Slnkhya, and at present we have to do with 
the Vaueshlka — But already onco, before (II i 3) aline 
of argument equally applicable to a second case was simply 
declared to extend to the latter also (why then do you 
not simply state now that the arguments used to defeat the 
S&nkhya are equally valid against the Vaueshika?) — - 
Becauce here we reply, at the beginning of the examina 
lion of the Vaireshika system we prefer to discuss the 
point with arguments specially adapted to the doctrine ol 
the Vaueshikas 

12 In both cases also (in the cases of the admh/a 
inhering either in the atoms or the soul) action (of 
the atoms) is not (possible) hence absence of that 
(viz creation and pralaya) 

The Sutrakara now proceeds to refute the doctrine of 
atoms being the cause of the world — This doctnne arises 
in the following manner We see that all ordinary sub 
stances which consist of parts as, for instance, pieces of 
cloth originate fiom the substances connected with them by 
the relation of inherence, as for instance threads, conjunc 
tion co operating (with the parts to form the whole) We 
thence draw the general conclusion that whatever consists 
of parts has originated* fi om those substances with which it 
is connected by the relation, of inherence, conjunction co 
operating That thing now at which the distinction of whole 
and parts stops and which marks the limit of division into 
minuter parts is the atom— This whole world, with its 
mountains, oceans, and so op, is composed of parts because 
.it is composed of parts it hqs a beginning and an end 1 , an 
effect may not be assumed without a cause , therefore the 
atoms are the cause of the world Such is Ka»ida s 
we observe four elementary substances con 
dr parts, earth, water, fire, and air (wind), we have 

d# fbwt' different hinds of atoms These atoms 

, jpqfpag. of subdivision into hunuter parts can 

-f V" - i-i ; - ..1 ■ j, , | 

let BjSy of 

f i i 
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not be divided themselves hence when the elements are 
destroyed they can be divided down to atoms only this 
state of atomic division of the elements constitutes the 
pralaya (the periodical destruction of the world) After 
that when the time for creation comes motion (karman) 
springs up m the aerial atoms This motion which is due 
to the unseen principle 1 30ms the atom at which it resides to 
anothei atom thus binary compounds &c. are produced, 
and finally the element of air In a like manner are pro 
duced fire water eaith, the body with its organs. Thus 
the whole world originates from atoms hrom the qualities 
inhering in the atoms the quali ics belonging to the binary 
compounds are produced, just as the qualities of the doth 
lesult from the qualities of the threads — Such in short, 1$ 
the teaching of the followers of Ka/r&da. 

This doctrine we controvert in the following manner — It 
must be admitted that the atoms when they are m a state 
of isolation require action (motion) to bring about their 
conjunction , for we observe that the conjunction of threads 
and the like is effected by action Action again which is 
itself an effect requires some operative cause by which it is 
brought about , for unless some such cause exists, no original 
motion can take place m the atoms If then, some operative 
cause is assumed, we may, in the first place, assume some 
cause analogous to seen causes such as endeavour or impact 
But in that case original motion could not occur at m ts 
the atoms, since causes of that kind are, at the time, im- 
possible For in the pralaya state endeavour, which is a 
quality of the soul, cannot take place because an body exlsts 
then Tor the quality of the soul called' endeavour ongi 
nat«^4w*vjkc_s^js connected with the internal organ 
“Which" abides rpthe body The same reason precludes the 
assumption of other seen gauges such a s impact and the 
tike For they all ate possible only after the aeatton of 
the world has taken place, and cannot ther efore be the 

* Or more narticulady, to the conjunction of the atom s w ith 
the souls to whwh mem and dement belong 
ad? ish/av^tkshetra^ «asa*sjog%sksb»i it* ytotsU An* Gt, 
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causes of the onginal action (by which the world is 
produced) — If nr the second place, the unseen principle is 
assumed as the cause of the original motion of the atoms, 
we ask Is this unseen principle to be considered as 
inhering in the soul or in the atom ? In both cases it can 
not be the cause of motion in the atoms, because it is non 
intelligent For as we have shown above in our examina- 
tion of the SAnkhya system, a non-mtelhgent thing which 
is not directed by an intelligent principle cannot of itself 
either act or bo the cause of action and the soul cannot be 
the guiding principle of the adresh/a because at the tune of 
pralaya its intelligence has not yet arisen 1 If, on the other 
hand the unseen principle is supposed to inhere in the soul, 
it cannot be the cause of motion in the atoms because there 
exists no connexion of it with the latter If you say that 
the soul m which the unseen principle inheres is connected 
with the atoms, then there would result from the continuity 
of connexion* continuity of action as there is no other 
restricting principle — Hence, there being no definite cause 
of action onginal action cannot take place in the atoms, 
there being no action, conjunction of the atoms which 
depends on action cannot take place, there being no con- 
junction, all the effects depending on it viz the formation 
“ of binary atomic compounds, &c , cannot originate 

How moreover, is the conjunction of one atom with 
another to be imagined? Is it to be total interpenetration 
of the two or partial conjunction ? If the former, then no 
increase of bulk could take place and consequently atomic 
size only would exist , moreover it would be contrary to 
wh^f is observed, as, we see that conjunction takes place 
between- substances having parts (pTade3 , a)"“^'Tft&e--’atLCt , 
It would feHow-that the atoms are composed of parts. — Let 
then, the atoms be imagined - to consist of parts - — If so, 
imagined things being unreal the conjunction also of the 
asfams would feq mfreal and thus could not be the non- 

■ I ll Ig ^ 1 t' 1 » L-p i~ 1 ■ T FT 1 * -■ ■■■ ■■ 1 ■ i — mi fii ■ in«i i i ■ I |I |.» 

* the Vajxesiukas jnteJUgenbe is not essential to 
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inherent cause of real things And without non inherent 
causes effected substances wuch as binary compounds &c 
could not originate And just as at the time of the first 
creation motion of the atoms leading to their conjunction 
could not take place there being no cause of such motion 
thus at the time of a general praiaya also no action could 
take place leading to their separation since for that occur 
rence also no definite seen cause could be alleged Nor 
could the unseen principle be adduced as the cause since its 
purport is to effect enjoyment (of reward and punishment 
on the part of the soul), no*- to bring about the praiaya 
There being then no possibility of action to effect either the 
conjunction or the separation of the atoms, neither eonjunc 
tion nor separation would actually take place and hence 
neither creation nor praiaya of the world — For these reasons 
the doctrine of the atoms being the cause of the world must 
be rejected 

13 And because in consequence of samaviva 
being admitted a regressus in infinitum results 
from parity of leasoning 

You (theVaueshika) admit that a binary compound which 
originates from two atoms while absolutely different from 
them, is connected with them by the relation of inherence , 
but on that assumption the doctrine of the atoms being the 
general cause cannot be established * because parity involved 
here a retrogress us ad Infinitum ' For just as a binary 
compound which is absolutely different from the two con 
shtuent atoms is connected with them by means the 
relation of inherence (samavSya) so the relation of inherence 
itself being absolutely different from the two things which 
it connects, requires another relation of inherence to connect 
it with them, there being absolute difference in bo*h cases 
For this second relation of inherence again a third relation 
of inherence would have to be assumed and so on ad 
infjm turn. —But-— the Vauesbika is supposed to reply— we 
are conscious erf the so-called samav&ya relation as eternally 
connected with the things between which it exists not as 
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either non-connected with them or as depending on another 
connexion we are therefore not obliged to assume another 
connexion and again another and so on and thus to allow 
ourselves to be driven into a regressus in infinitum — 
Your defence is unavailing, we reply, for it would involve the 
admission that conjunction (sawyoga) also as being eternally 
connected with the things which it joins does like saraavdya 
not require another connexion 1 If you say that conjunc 
tion does require another connexion because it is a different 
thing \ we reply that then samav&ya also requires another 
connexion because it is likewise a different thing Nor can 
you say that conjunction does require another connexion 
because it is a quality (gu«a) and samavaya does not 
because it is not a quality for (in spite of this difference) 
the reason for another connexion being required is the same 
in both cases 3 and not that which is technically called 
quality is the cause (of another connexion being required)* 
— For these reasons those who acknowledge samavttya to be 
a separate existence are driven mto a regressus in infini- 
tum in consequence of which, the impossibility of one term 
involving the impossibility of the entire senes not even the 
ongination of a binary compound from two atoms can be 
accounted for — For this reason also the atomic doctrine is 
inadmissible 

14 And on account of the permanent existence 
(of activity or non activity) 

Moreover the atoms would have to be assumed as either 


Which is inadmissible on Vatteshika principles, because east- 
yoga as being 4 quality is connected with the things it joins by 


* Viz ff&rajbosfi ffiffigs which are united by conjunction The 
fo&pp&hfeft & an Independent third entity requires 
donn^cfe fc ndth the two' things related to each 


^fftjr-enee pf' santaVaya and sa/syoga from 
iq the; -samavSya relation 

J- ■" J 
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essentially active (moving) or essentially non active or both 
or neither there being no fifth alternative. But none of the 
four alternatives stated is possible If they were essentially 
active, their activity would be permanent so that no pralaya 
could take place If they were essentially non-active their 
non activity would be permanent and no creation could take 
place. Their being both is impossible because self-con- 
tradictory If they were neither, their activity and non 
activity would have to depend on an operative cause and 
then the operative causes such as the adrrsh/a being m 
permanent proximity to the atoms, permanent activity 
would result , or else the adnshfe and so on not being taken 
as operative causes the consequence would be permanent 
non activity on the part of the atoms • — For this reason also 
the atomic doctrine is untenable 

15 And on account of the atoms having 1 colour 
&c. the reverse (of the Vaueshika tenet would take 
place) , as thus it is observed 

Let us suppose the Vaueshikas say all substances awn- 
posed of parts to be disintegrated into their parts a limit 
will finally be reached beyond which the process erf disin- 
tegration cannot be continued What constitutes that limit 
are the atoms which are eternal (permanent), belong to 
four different classes, possess the qualities of colour, &c 
and are the originating principles of this whole material 
world with its colotir form, and other qualities. 

This fundamental assumption of the Vaueshikas we 
declare *® be groundless because from the circumstance of 
thp atoms having colour and other qualities there would 
fellow the contrary of atomic minuteness and perma 
nency te it would, follow that, compared to the ultimate 
ca,u$e f they are gross and non permanent ordinary 

experience teaches that whatever things possess colour and 
other qualities am compared to their cause, gross and mm 
permanent. A piece of doth, for instance, i® S 0555 compared 
to the threads of which it consists, and on® permanent; 
and the threads again are non- permanent anfi groea com- 
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pared to the filaments of which they are made up 
Therefore the atoms also which the Vaireshikas admit to 
have colour &c must have causes compared to which 
they are gross and non permanent Hence that reason 
also which Ka«£da gives for the permanence of the atoms 
(IV, J i ( ‘that which exists without having a cause is 
permanent *) does not apply at all to the atoms because as 
we have shown just now the atoms are to be considered as 
having a cause — The second reason also which Kan&da 
brings forward for the permanency of the atoms, viz m 
IV, i, 4, ‘ the special negation implied in the term non 
eternal would not be possible 1 * (if there did not exist some- 
thing eternal viz. the atoms) does not necessarily prove the 
permanency of the atoms , for supposing that there exists 
not any permanent thing the formation of a negative com- 
pound such as non-eternal is impossible. Nor does the 
existence of the word non-permanent absolutely pre- 
suppose the permanency of atoms for there exists (as we 
Ved&ntms maintain) another permanent ultimate Cause, 
viz. Brahman Nor can the existence of anything be 
established merely on the ground of a word commonly 
being used m that sense, since there is room for common 
use only if word and matter are well-established by some 
other means of right knowledge —The third reason also 
given in the Vaw Sutras (TV, I 5) for the permanency of 
the atoms ( and Nescience ) is unavailing For if we 
explain that Sfitra to mean * the non-perception of those 
actually existing causes whose effects are seen is Nescience, 
it would follow that the binary atomic compounds also are 
permanent 11 And if we tried to escape from that difficulty 
by including (m die explanation of the Sfitra as given above) 
the qualification ' there being absence of (originating) sub- 
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stances then nothing else but the absence of a cause would 
furmsh the reason for the permanency of the atoms and 
as that reason had already been mentioned before (in IV i, 
V the Sutra IV i, 5 would be a useless restatement —Well, 
then (the Vaiseshika might say), let us understand by 
Nescience (in the Sutra) the impossibility of conceiving a 
third reason of the destruction (of effects), in addition to 
the division of the causa! substance into Us parts and the 
destruction of the causal substance , which impossibility 
involves the permanency of the atoms 1 — There is tio neces 
sity, we reply for assuming that a thing when perishing 
must perish on account of either of those two reasons 
That assumption would indeed have to be made if it were 
generally admitted that a new substance is produced only 
by the conjunction of several causal substances But if it 
is admitted that a causal substance may originate a new 
substance by passing ovei into a qualified state after having 
previously existed fiee from qualifications in its pure 
generality, it follows that the effected substance may be 
destroyed by its solidity being dissolved just as the hard- 
ness of ghee is dissolved by the action of fire 2 — Thus there 
would result from the circumstance of the atoms having 
colour, &c , the opposite of what the Vaireshikas mean. 
For this reason also the atomic doctrine cannot be main 
tamed 


1 6 And as there are difficulties in both cases. 


Earth has the qualities of smell, taste, colour and touch, 
and is gross, water has colour taste and touch, and is fine , 
fire has colour and touch, and is finer yet , & r t* of 
afl, and has the quality of touch only Th e question how 
arises whether the atoms constituting the four elements are 
to be assumed to possess the same greater or smaller 

* As they have ao cause which could either be disintegrated or 


* to the VedSnta view If atoms wasted «>«? 

qrfghl-^Ef Originated from awcfya bya mere panwlma pi ' 

§1* dissolved into toidyd, Without either .dis&tepwoa 

raiksfr tJLkmff tS&Cfc* 






394 


vedAnta sOtras 


number of qualities as the respective elements. — Either 
assumption leads to unacceptable consequences For if we 
assume that some kinds of atoms have more numerous 
qualities, it follows that their solid size (murti) will be 
increased thereby, and that implies their being atoms no 
longer That an increase of qualities cannot take place 
without a simultaneous increase of size we infer from our 
observations concerning effected material bodies — If on the 
other hand, we assume in order to save the equality of 
atoms of all kinds, that there is no difference m the number 
of their qualities we must either suppose that they have all 
one quality only , but in that case we should not perceive 
touch in fire nor colour and touch m water nor taste 
colour and touch in earth since the qualities of the effects 
have for their antecedents the qualities of the causes Or 
else we must suppose all atoms to have all the four quali- 
ties but in that case we should necessarily perceive what 
we actually do not perceive viz smell in water, smell and 
r taste m fire smell taste and colour in air — Hence on this 
r account also the atomic doctnne shows itself to be unac- 
% eeptable 


4 

17 And as the (atomic theory) is not accepted 
4 * (by any authoritative persons) it is to be disregarded 
^ altogether 

^ While the theory of the pradh&na being the cause of the 
$ i sarorld has been accepted by some adherents of the Veda — 
5a,jjgs for instance Manu- — with a yiew to the doctrines of the 
Jrjjf effect existing m the cause already, and so on, the atomic 


‘^^foctrme lias not been accepted by any persons of authority 
any of its pasts, -and therefore is to be disregarded 
^ tfcejy by aff those who take their stand on the Veda. 



here moreover, other objections to the Vaireshika 


assume six categories, which 


this system viz substance, 

and inherence 
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lust as a man a horse a hare differ from one another 
Side by side with this assumption they make another which 
contradicts the former one, viz that quality action &c 
have the attribute of depending on substance But that is 
altogether inappropriate , for just as ordinary things such 
as animals, glass, trees, and the like, being absolutely 
different from each other do not depend on each other, so 
the qualities &c also being absolutely different from sub 
stance cannot depend on the latter Or else let the qualities 
&c depend on substance then it follows that, as they are 
present where substance is present and absent where it is 
absent substance only exists, and according to its various 
forms, becomes the object of different terms and conceptions 
(such as quality, action &c ) , just as Devadatta, for instance, 
according to the conditions m which he finds himself is the 
object of various conceptions and names. Bnt this latter 
alternative would involve the acceptation of the SMkhya 
doctrine 1 and the abandonment of the Vaueshika stand 
point —But (the Vaueshika may say) smoke also ts different 
from fire and yet it is dependent on it — True we reply, 
but we ascertain tbe difference of smoke and fire from the 
fact of their being apperceived in separation Substance 
and quality on the other hand are not so apperceived , for 
when we are conscious of a white blanket or a red cow or 
a blue lotus, the substance is in each case cognised by means 
of the quality the latter therefore has its Self in the sub- 
stance The same reasoning applies to action generality 
particularity, and inherence. 

If you (tbe Vauesbika) say that qualities, aWao®, &c 
(although not non-differeut from substances) may yet 
depend x>n the latter because substances and qualities stand 
m the relation of one not being able to exist without the 
other (ayufcasiddhi*) , we jfomt oat that tilings which are 

■ — ww*— * — 1 ; 1 - i " ■ h ■ * ' 1 — v 1 - 1 ■ ( l< ,J * ' 1 lr ' 

1 The looking; on everything (except dm soul} as 

being tb^ipradhSna m 'various forms.— There ® wo need ef 
with Govjnd$nand& that by the SSftkhya of lha test w 
hare to nftdterstaxtd the Y«£rflt* 

ii y^yor dv»yor tnadbya ekas avhmyad aparhntiB evfiva 
bf&itir t 3 r a yatbftvayovfteyavinan. 


39<5 


VEDANTA SUTRAS 


ayutasiddha must either be non separate m place, or non 
separate in time 01 non separate ill nature and that none 
of these alternatives agrees with Vaixeshika principles Foi 
the fii st alternative contradicts your own assumptions ac 
cording to which the cloth originating from the thieads 
occupies the place of the thi eads only not that of the cloth 
while the qualities of the cloth such as its white colour 
occupy the place of the cloth only not that of the threads 
So the Vaireshika sfitras say (I I ic) Substances originate 
another substance and qualities another quality The 
thieads which constitute the causal substance onginate the 
effected substance viz the cloth, and the qualities of the 
threads such as white colour, &c produce m the cloth new 
corresponding qualities But this doctrine is clearly contra 
dieted by the assumption of substance and quality being 
non-separate m place — If in the second place you explain 
ayutasiddhatva as non separation in time it follows also 
that, for instance the right and the left horn of a cow would 
be ayutasiddha — And if, finally you explain it to mean 
non separation m character it is impossible to make any 
further distinction between the substance and the quality as 
then quality is conceived as being identical with substance 

Moreover the distinction which the Vaireshikas make 
between conjunction (sewwyoga) as being the connexion of 
things which can exist separately, and inherence (samav&ya) 
as being the connexion of things which are incapable of 
separate existence is fut le, since the cause which, exists 
before the effect 1 cannot be said to be incapable of separate 
existence Perhaps the Vaueshika will say that his defi 
mtion refers to one of the two terms only so that samavdya 
is the connexion, with the cause of the effect which is 
incapable of separate existence But this also is of no 
avail , for as a connexion requires two terms the effect as 
long as it hag nqt yet entered into being cannot be con 
nested with the caqse And it would be equally unavailing 
to say that the effect enters info the connexion aftet it has 
begun to exist , for if the Vaireshtka admits that the effect 

" u,r • 1 ■ m ^ ml 1 j m L i i. i 4 

1 The connexion feftgfe and- effect is, of epefse s&pnwaj a 
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may exist previous to its connexion with the cause, it is 
no longer ayutasiddha (incapable of separate existence) and 
thereby the principle that between effect and cause con 
junction and disjunction do not take place is violated 1 
And z just as conjunction and not samavAya is the con 
nexion in which every effected substance as soon as it has 
been produced stands with the all pervading substances as 
ether &c — although no motion has taken place on the part 
of the effected substance — so also the connexion of the 
effect with the cause will be conjunction merely not sama 
vAya 

Nor is there any proof for the existence of any connexion, 
samavaya or sarrayoga, apart from the things which it con 
nccts If it should be maintained that samyoga and sama 
vAya have such an existence because we observe that theie 
are names and ideas of them an addition to the names and 
ideas of the things connected we point out that one and 
the same thing may be the subject of several names and 
ideas if it is considered in its relations to what lies without 
it Devadatta although being one only forms the object of 
many different names and notions according as he is con 
sidered in himself or in his relations to others thus he is 
thought and spoken of as man Brahmaoa, learned in the 
Veda, generous, boy young man old man father, son, 
grandson brother son m law &c So again, one and the 
same stioke is, according to the place it is connected with, 
spoken of and conceived as mearmg either ten, or hundred 
or thousand, &c Analogously two connected things are 
-fl6fe“t n i ti y -’€OflOQived and denoted as connected things, but 
in addition constitute the object of the ideas and- terms 
* conjunction or inherence/ which however do not prove 


1 If the effect can exist before having enteied into connexion 
vnthihe caase the subsequent connexion of the two is no longer 
samfiv&ya but samyoga , and that contradicts a fundamental Vaire 
shikft principle 

1 This clause replies to the objection that only those connexions 
winch have been produced by previous motion are to be considered 
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themselves to be separate entities — Things standing thus 
the non existence of separate entities (conjunction, &c ), 
which entities would have to be established on the ground 
of perception, follows from the fact of their non perception 
— Nor, again 1 , does the circumstance of the word and idea 
of connexion having for its object the things connected 
involve the connexion s permanent existence since we have 
already shown above that one tiling may on account of its 
relations to other things be conceived and denoted m dif- 
feient ways 

Further 2 conjunction cannot take place between the 
atoms the soul and the internal organ because they have 
no parts , For we observe that conjunction takes place only 
of such substances as consist of paits If the Vaireshika 
should say that parts of the atoms soul and mind may be 
assumed (in order to explain their alleged conjunction) 
we lemark that the assumption of actually non existing 
things would involve the result that anything might be 
established for there is no restrictive rule that only such 
and such non existing things — whether contradictory to 
leason or not — should be assumed and not any other and 
assumptions depend on one s choice only and may be earned 
to any extent If we once allow assumptions there is no 
reason why there should not be assumed a further hundied 
01 thousand things, m addition to the six categories assumed 
by the Vaireshikas Anybody might then assume anything 
and we could neither stop a compassionate man from 
assuming that this transmigratory world which is the cause 
of sp much misery to living beings is not to be nor a 
malicious manJkim^a.^iLiriTnff-Ahat -e ven thg refcaB ed souls 
are to enter on a hew cycle of existences 


1 A clause meant to predude the assumption that the permanent 
existtifree of the .things connected involves the permanent existence 
of •* 


above that atoms cannot enter into 
it b? ihown fiSW. that shwyoga* Of the soul 
with ,13m:' cannot ho the carae oft the Ipnfcoit of die latter 

and gfsse&T ilhb.’Wfthas eas^bhe die «ahse of 
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Further it is not possible that a binary atomic compound 
which consists of parts should be connected with the simple 
indivisible atoms by an intimate connexion (sa?wlesha) 
any more than they can thus be connected with ether , for 
between ether and earth, &c there does not exist that kind 
of intimate connexion which exists for instance between 
wood and varnish 1 

Let it then be said (the Vaireshika resumes) that the 
samav&ya relation must be assumed because otherwise 
the relation of that which abides and that which forms the 
abode — which relation actually exists between the effected 
substance and the causal substance — is not possible — That 
would we reply involve the vice of mutual dependence , for 
only when the separateness of cause and effect is established 
the relation of the abode and that which abides can be 
established and only when the latter relation is estab- 
lished the relation of separateness can be established 
For the Veddntins acknowledge neithei the separateness 
of cause and effect nor their standing to each other m the 
relation of abode and thing abiding since according to their 
docti me the effect is only a certain state of the cause * — 
Moreover as the atoms are limited (not of infinite exten- 
sion) they must m reality consist of as many parts as we 
acknowledge regions of space a whether those be six or 
eight or ten, and consequently they cannot be permanent , 
conclusions contrary to the Vaueshika doctrine of the indi 
visibility and peimanency of the atoms — If the Vatreshtka 
replies that those very parts which are on mg to the exist- 
ence of the different regions of space are his (indestructible) 


1 Ekasambandhyakarshane jatra sambandhyanlaritkarshawaiM 
tatra sawilesha^ sa tu s&vayav&nfuB £atukdsh//4idfna»* drrsb/o 
na tu mravayavai4 s5.vayavanara ato dvyasukasja savaya vasya 
niravayavena par&m&suni sa nopapadyate Brahmavidjabh. 

* In answer to the question how in that case, the practically 
recognised relation of abode, &c. existing between the cause and 
the Effect is accounted fix 

k For they must in that case have a northern end an eastern 
end &<*, 
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atoms we deny that because all things whatever forming 
a senes of substances of ever increasing minuteness are 
capable of dissolution, until the highest cause (Brahman) is 
reached Earth — which is, in comparison with a binary com 
pound the grossest thing of all — undergoes decomposition 
so do the substances following next which belong to the 
same class as earth so does the binary compound , and so 
does finally the atom which (altnough the minutest thing of 
all) still belongs to the same general class (i e. matter) with 
earth, &c The objection (which the Vaireshika might pos- 
sibly raise here again) that things can be decomposed only 
by the separation of their parts 1 we have already disposed of 
above wheie we pointed out that decomposition may take 
place in a manner analogous to the melting of ghee Just as 
the hardness of ghee gold and the like, is destroyed in con- 
sequence of those substances being rendered liquid by their 
contact with fire no separation of the parts taking place all 
the while , so the solid shape of the atoms also may be 
decomposed by their passing back into the indifferenced 
condition of the highest cause In the same way the origi 
nation of effects also is brought about not merely in the 
way of conjunction of parts for we see that milk foi 
instance and water originate effects such as sour milk and 
ce without there taking place any conjunction of parts 

It thus appears that the atomic doctrine is supported by 
very weak arguments only is opposed to those scriptural 
passages which declare the Lord to be the general cause and 
is not accepted by any of the authorities taking their stand 
on Scripture such as Manu and others Hence it is to be 
altogether disregarded by highmmded men who have a 
regard for their own spiritual welfare 

i ? (If there be assumed) the (dyad of) aggregates 
with jts two causes* (there takes place) non estab- 
lishment of those (two aggregates) 

The reasons on account of which the doctrine of the 

rt; , I _ , I ,*-> ■ ■ I 

1 And that on, that account the atoms which he considers as the 
ultimate simple constituents, of matter caphot bp decomposed 
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Vawcshikas cannot be accepted have been stated above 
That doctrine may be called semi-destructive (or semt- 
nihilistic *) That the more thorough doctrine which teaches 
universal non permanency is even less worthy of being 
taken into consideration we now proceed to show 

That doctrine is presented in a variety of forms due 
either to the difference of the views (maintained by Buddha 
at different times) or else to the difference of capacity on 
the part of the disciples (of Buddha) Three principal 
opinions may however be distinguished, the opinion of 
those who maintain the reality of everything (Realists, 
sarvcistitvav&din) , the opinion of those who maintain that 
thought only is real (Idealists vigw&navddm) and the 
opinion of those who maintain that eveiything is void (un- 
real Nihilists, sCmyav4dm s ) — We first controvert those 


1 Because according to their opinion difference of size constitutes 
difference of substance so that the continuous change of size m 
animal bodies for instance involves the continual perishing of old 
and the continual origination of new substances. 

1 The following notes on Bauddha doctrines are taken exclusively 
from the commentaries on the .Shnkarabhdshya, and no attempt 
has been made to contrast or reconcile the Brahmmical accounts 
of Bauddha psychology with the teaching of genuine Bauddha 
books. Cp on the chief sects of the Buddhistic philosophers the 
Bauddha chapter of the SarvadarraTtasamgraha — The Nihilists are 
the Mddhyamikas , the Idealists are the YogfUdras the Sautrdn 
tikas and the Vaibhdshikas together constitute the class of the 
Realists. — I subjoin die account given of tbose sects in the Brah- 
ma vidydbharawa — Buddhasya hi mddhyamika yogdidra-saulrdn- 
ttka vaibbdshtkasamgtf&kdr /SatvdraA jishydA Tatra buddhena 
prathamaw yan praU sarvaw jfinyam ity upadish/a»i te roddhya 
Twilida te hi ground yathoktam tatharva Jiaddhayd gnhitavanta lti 
krztvd ndpakmh/dA puna* ia taduktasydrthasj a buddhyanusd 
rendksbepasydkntatvdn notkrishiabuddhaj a i£l madhyamikaA. 
Anyais tu nshyair guruna sarvaidnyatva upadish/e ^ndndtinktasya 
sarvasya idnyatvam astu ndmeti gurQktir yoga lti bauddaiA pan 
bhdshitopetdA tad upon k& ^ndnasya tu j&nyatvaw na sambhavati 
tathdtve ^agaddndhyaprasangat jdnyasiddher apy asambhava£ £eti 
buddhamate d£dratvena panbhashita dkshepo pi krrta lb yogi- 
tojtvavidiPfti Xn^ ap?r | t^ Tarn anyai h nshyaiA 
[34] Dd 
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who maintain that everything external as well as internal, is 
real What is external is either element (bhuta) or elementary 
(bhautika) , what is internal is either mind (£itta) or mental 
(£aitta) The elements are earth water and so on elemental 
are colour, &c. on the one hand and the eye and the other 
sense-organs on the other hand Earth and the other three 
elements arise from the aggregation of the four different 
kinds of atoms, the atoms of earth being hard, those of 
water viscid those of fire hot those of air mobile — The 
inward world consists of the five so-called * groups (skan 
dha), the group of sensation (rflpaskandha), the group of 
knowledge (vigwftnaskandha),. the group of feeling (vedanS- 
skandha) the group of verbal knowledge (samg-«&skandha), 
and the group of impressions (sawskflraskandha ) 1 which 


pratitisiddbasya kathaw rfinyaivaw vaktuw jakyatn ato ^re&navad 
v£hyartho*pi sat} a ity ukte tarhi tathaiva so*stu paraw tu so 
-numeyo na tu pratyaksha ity ukte tathanglkntyaivan* Jishyamatun 
anusr/tya kiyatparyanta/a stitra/o bhavishyatfti tai h p«sh/am atas 
te sautrinlikii Anye punar yad y aya/a gha/a lti pratftibal&d. 
v£hyo*rtha upeyate tarhi tasyfi eva pratiter aparokshatv&t sa 
kathaw? paioksho'to vahyo*rthO na pratyaksha in bh&sht, viruddh 
ety ikshipann atas te vaibblshikM 

1 The rfipaskandha comprises the senses and their objects 
colour &c the sense-organs were above called bhautika they here 
re-appear as &ultika on account of their connexion with thought 
Their objects likewise are classed as laittika in so far as they ace 
perceived by the senses — The vigvS&naskandha comprises the 
senes of self-cognitions (ahamaham ity alayav^inaprav&ha^) 
according to all commentators , and in addition, according to the 
Brahraavidy&bhara«a the knowledge determinate and indeterminate, 
of external things (savikalpakawi mrvikalpakaira fa pravr/tlivi^wa 
nasam^witam) —The vedan&skandha comprises pleasure pam &c 
— The samj'S&skandha comprises the cognition of things by their 
names (gaur asva ltyldua bdasam^lpitapratyayaA, An Gi gaur 
arva ltjevam nSmavmshlksavikalpakaA pratyayaA Go An , szmgna. 
yajsSadattadipadatadullekhi savikalpapratyayo vd, dvitfyapakshe 
v^Mnapadena savikalpapratyayo na grihjaA, Brahmavidy&bh ) 
The sawskaraskandha comprises passion aversion &c dharma 
and adhaima.— Compare also the BMmatf — The vi^vT&naskandha 
u jfciita, the other skandhas faitta. 
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taken together constitute the basis of all personal exist- 
ence 1 

With reference to this doctrine we make the following 
remarks — Those two aggregates constituting two different 
classes and having two different causes which the Bauddhas 
assume, viz the aggregate of the elements and elementary 
things whose cause the atoms ate and the aggregate of the 
five skandhas whose cause the skandhas are cannot on Baud 
dha principles, be established 1 e it cannot be explained 
how the aggregates are brought about For the parts con 
stituting the (material) aggregates are devoid of intelligence, 
and the kindling (abhi^-valana) of intelligence depends on an 
aggregate of atoms having been brought about previously 2 * 4 
And the Bauddhas do not admit any other permanent intelli 
gent being, such as either an enjoying soul or a ruling Lord 
which could effect the aggregation of the atoms Nor can 
the atoms and skandhas be assumed to enter on activity on 
their own account , for that would imply their never ceasing 
to be active % Nor can the cause of aggregation be looked 
for in the so called abode (1 e the <Uayavy#cLna prav&ha 
the tram of self cognitions) , for the latter must be described 
either as different from the single cognitions or as not dif 
ferent from them (In the former case it is either permanent, 
and then it is nothing else but the permanent soul of the 
Ved&ntins, or non permanent ) then being admitted to be 
momentary merely it cannot exercise any influence and 
cannot therefore be the cause of the motion of the atoms * 


1 It has to be kept in view that the sarvistitvavadms as well as 
the other Bauddha sects teach the momenlanness (kshamkatva) 
the eternal fiux of everything that exists and are on that ground 
controverted by the upholders of the permanent Brahman 

* Mind on the Bauddha doctrine presupposes the existence of 
an aggregate of atoms viz the body 

* In consequence of which no release could take place 

4 The Brahmavidjribharawa explains the last clause — from ksha 
«ika tvdi £& — somewhat differently Api £a param&ttfrnim api 
kshamkatvibhyupagaman melanam na sambhavati paramanflrdw 
melanaw param£«uknyadhlnam tathS ka svakn y&m prati parama 
ndnAm kanwatv&t kny&pflrv e param&enhhir bhivyam knyi 

D d 2 


404 VEDANTA S 0 TRAS 

(And in the latter case we are not further advanced than 
before) — For all these reasons the foi mation of aggregates 
cannot be accounted for But without aggregates there 
would be an end of the stream of mundane existence which 
presupposes those aggregates 

19 If it be said that (the formation of aggregates 
may be explained) through (Nescience &c ) standing 
in the relation of mutual causality, we say *No 
because they merely are the efficient causes of the 
origin (of the immediately subsequent links) 

Although there exists no permanent intelligent principle 
of the nature either of a ruling Lord or an enjoying soul, 
under whose influence the formation of aggregates could 
take place, yet the course of mundane existence is rendered 
possible through the mutual causality 1 of Nescience and 
so on, so that we need not look foi any other combining 
principle 

The senes beginning with Nescience comprises the fol- 
lowing members Nescience, impression, knowledge, name 
and form, the abode of the six, touch, feeling desire, 
activity, birth, species, decay, death, grief, lamentation, 
pain, mental affliction, and the like 2 All these terms con 

rrayatayi knyftkshawe pi tesh&n avastMnam apekshnam eva m 
melanakshane * pi nahi melanftrrayasy&bhive melanartipS pravnttir 
upapadyate tathi (6a sthirapframfiwus&dhyl melanarflp& pravrdtni 
katham teshtm kshaaikatve bhavet — Ananda Gin also divides and 
translates differently from the translation in the text 

1 The kirawatvat of .Sankara explains the pratyayatvit of the 
Shtia k&ryam praty ayate ^anakatvena gaAhiatu 

* The commentators agree on the whole in their explanations of 
the terms of this senes. — The following is the substance of the 
comment of the Brahmavidydbhara«a Nescience is the error of 
Considering that which is momentary impure &c. to be permanent 
pure, &c. — Impression (affection sawsMra) comprises desire, 
averaon, &c , and the activity caused by them — Knowledge 
(vjgtiSua) is the self consciousness (aham ity filayavywit nasy a 
wftti&bhai) spnngmg up m the embryo —Name and form is the 
rudimentary flake- or bubble-like of the embryo The 
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stitute a chain of causes and are as such spoken of in the 
Bauddha system sometimes cursorily sometimes at length 
They are moreover, all acknowledged as existing not by 
the Bauddhas only but by the followers of all systems 
And as the cycles of Nescience &c. forming uninterrupted 
chains of causes and effects revolve unceasingly like water 
wheels, the existence of the aggregates (which constitute 
bodies and minds) must needs be assumed as without such 
Nescience and so on could not take place 
This argumentation of the Bauddha we are unable to 
accept, because it merely assigns efficient causes for the 
origination of the members of the senes but does not 
intimate an efficient cause for the formation of the aggre 
gates If the Bauddha reminds us of the statement made 
above that the existence of aggregates must needs be 
inferred from the existence of Nescience and so on, we 
point out that if he means thereby that Nescience and so 
on cannot exist without aggregates and hence require the 
existence of such it remains to assign an efficient cause for 
the formation of the aggregates But as \ve have already 
shown — when examining the Vaueshika doctrine — that the 
formation of aggregates cannot be accounted for even on 
the assumption of permanent atoms and individual souls m 


abode of the six (shao&yatana) is the further developed stage of 
the embryo m which the latter is the abode of the six senses — 
Touch (sparja) is the sensations of cold warmth &c on the 
embryos part — Feeling (vedana) the sensations of pleasure and 
patn resulting therefrom — Desire (trishiza) is the wish to enjoy 
the pleasurable sensations and to shun file painful ones — Activity 
(upld&na) is the effort resulting from desire. — Birth Is the passing 
out from the uterus — Species (ffiti) is the class of beings to which 
the new bom creature belongs — Decay (^aii) —.Death (mara«am) 
is explained as the condition of the creature when about to die 
(mumfirshfi) — Grief (xoka) the frustration of wishes connected 
therewith — Lament (pandevanam) the lamentations on that ac 
count — Pam (duAkha) is such pain as caused by the five senses. — 
Durmanas is mental affliction.— The and the like implies death 
the departure to another world and the subsequent return from 
there. 
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which the adrrsbfa abides 1 , how much less then are aggre- 
gates possible if there exist only momentary atoms not 
connected with enjoying souls and devoid of abodes 0 e 
souls) and that which abides in them (the adrzsh/a) — Let 
us then assume (the Bauddha says) that Nescience, &c. 
themselves are the efficient cause of the aggregate. — But 
how — we ask — can they be the cause of that without which 
— as their abode — they themselves are not capable of exist- 
ence? Perhaps you will say that in the eternal saiwsara 
the aggregates succeed one another in an unbroken chain 
and hence also Nesc’ence and so on, which abide in those 
aggregates But in that case you will have to assume 
either that each aggregate necessarily produces another 
aggregate of the same kind or that, without any settled 
rule, it may produce either a like or an unlike one. In the 
former case a human body could never pass over into that 
of a god or an animal or a being of the infernal regions , in 
the latter case a man might m an instant be turned into an 
elephant or a god and again become a man , either of which 
consequences would be contrary to your system — Moreover 
that for the purpose of whose enjoyment the aggiegate is 
formed is, according to your doctrine, not a permanent 
enjoying soul, so that enjoyment subserves itself merely and 
cannot be desired by anything else , hence final release also 
must, according to you, be considered as subserving itself 


1 Amanda Gin and Go Ananda explain Ajray&srayihhfiteshv 
lU bboktrzvueshaw&m adnsh/arrayeshv ity artha£ — The Brahma 
vidyabharasa says Nityeshv Srrayarrayibhfiteshv a«ushv abhyupa 
gamyam&neshu bhoktrzshu £a satsv ity anvayaA Array&iayibhfi 
teshv ity asyopaMryOpakarakabh&vapr&pteshv ity arthaA — And with 
regard to the subsequent drrayifraj uilnyesbu Irraylrrayitvarfi 
nyeshu ayaw bh&vaA sthireshu paramanushu yadanvaye paraml 
sawighatdpattii yadvyatireke Asl na tad upakarakam upaldr 
ylA paramanavaA yena tatkrzto bhogaA pr&rthyate sa tatra karteti 
grahltum rakyate ksHamkeshu tu paramSflushu anvayavyatireka 
grahasyinekakshaziasidhyasy^safftbhavin nopak&ryopakarakabh&vo 
nirdhdrayituw fakya^ — Ananda Gin remarks on the latter Ad« 
sh/Sjray akirt? zrahrtyam ShSrrayeti Another reading appears to be 
&tay Irrayar&nyc sho. 
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only, and no being desirous of release can be assumed If 
a being desirous of both were assumed, it would have to be 
conceived as permanently existing up to the time of enjoy 
ment and release and that would be contrary to your 
doctrine of general impermanency — There may therefore 
exist a causal relation between the members of the series 
consisting of Nescience &c but in the absence of a 
permanent enjoying soul, it is impossible to establish on 
that ground the existence of aggregates 

20 (Nor can there be a causal relation between 
Nescience, See), because on the origination of the 
subsequent (moment) the preceding one ceases to be 

We have hitherto argued that Nescience and so on stand 
in a causal relation to each other merely, so that they can 
not be made to account for the existence of aggregates , we 
are now going to prove that they cannot even be considered 
as efficient causes of the subsequent members of the senes 
to which they belong 

Those who maintain that everything has a momentary 
existence only admit that when the thing existing in the 
second moment 1 enters into being the thing existing in the 
first momdnt ceases to be On this admission it is impossible 
to establish between the two things the relation of cause and 
effect, since the former momentary existence which ceases 
or has ceased to be and so has entered into the state of 
non existence, cannot be the cause of the later momentary 
existence —Let it then be said that the former momentary 
existence when it has reached its full development becomes 
the cause of the later momentary existence — That also is 
impossible, for the assumption that a fully developed 
existence exerts a further eneigy involves the conclusion 
that it is connected with a second moment (which contra 
diets the doctrine of universal momentariness) — Then let 
the mere existence of the antecedent entity constitute its 


1 Bauddhln&n kshawapadena gba/Sdir eva pad^rtho vyavabnyate 
na tu tadat nktaA tajiit ksbano nama hatortU Brabm&vidy&bb 
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causal energy — That assumption also is fruitless because we 
cannot conceive the origination of an effect which is not imbued 
with the nature of the cause (i e m which the nature of the 
cause does not continue to exist) And to assume that the 
nature of the cause does continue to exist m the effect is 1m 
possible (on the Bauddha doctrine), as that would involve the 
permanency of the cause, and thus necessitate the abandon 
ment of the doctrine of general non permanency — Nor can it 
be admitted that the relation of cause and effect holds good 
without the cause somehow giving its colouring to the effect , 
for that doctrine might unduly be extended to all cases 1 — 
Moreover, the origination and cessation of things of which the 
Bauddha speaks must either constitute a thing's own form or 
another state of it or an altogether different thing But 
none of these alternatives agrees with the general Bauddha 
principles If, in the first place origination and cessation 
constituted the form of a thing, it would follow that the 
word thing’ and the words ‘origination and cessation 
are interchangeable (which is not the case) — Let then, 
secondly, the Bauddha says, a certain difference be assumed, 
in consequence of which the terms 1 origination and cessa- 
tion may denote the imtial and final states of that which in 
the intermediate state is called thing — In that case, we 
reply the thing will be connected with three moments, viz 
the hutial the intermediate, and the final one, so that the 
doctrine of general momentarmess will have to be abandoned. 
—Let then as the third alternative, origination and cessation 
be altogether different from the thing, as much as a buffalo 
is from a horse. — That too cannot be, we reply , for it would 
lead to the conclusion that the thing, because altogether 
disconnected with origination and cessation, is everlasting 
And the same conclusion would be led up to if we under- 
stood by the origination and cessation of a thing merely its 
perception and non perception , for the latter are attributes 
of the percipient mmd only, not of the tiling itself —Hence 

* And whereupon then could be established the difference of 
mere efficient causes such as the potters staff See and material 
causes such as clay &c. ? 
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we have again to declare the Bauddha doctrine to be 
untenable 

2i On the supposition of there being no (cause 
while yet the effect takes place), there results con- 
tradiction of the admitted principle otherwise 
simultaneousness (of cause and effect) 

It has been shown that on the doctrine of general non 
permanency the former momentary existence as having 
already been merged m non existence, cannot be the cause 
of the later one — Perhaps now the Bauddha will say that 
an effect may anse even when there is no cause — That, we 
reply, implies the abandonment of a principle admitted by 
yourself, viz that the mind and the mental modifications 
originate when m conjunction with four kinds of causes 1 * * * * * * 
Moreover, if anything could originate without a cause, there 
would be nothing to prevent that anything might originate 
at any time. — If on the other hand you should say that 
we may assume the antecedent momentary existence to last 
until the succeeding one has been produced, we point out 
that that would imply the simultaneousness of cause and 
effect, and so run counter to an accepted Bauddha tenet, viz 
that all things 8 are momentary merely 


1 These four causes are the so-called defining cause (adhipati- 
pratyaya) the auxiliary cause (sahakSripratyaya), the immediate 
cause (samanantarapratyaya), and the substantial cause (akunbana 
pratyaya) — I extract the explanation from the Brahmavidyibharawa 
Adhipatir mdnyarw tad dhi iakshur&dirhpam utpannasya gtf&nasya 
rfipadmshayatim myaA££ati niyimakar k& loke dhip&ttr lty u^yate 

Sahak&n 41oka£. SamanantarapratyayaApdrvags?4nam ) bauddhamate 

hi kshaiakaj^^inasawtalau pfirvagwlnam uttarag'ri&naSya k&anam 

tad eva ka mana ity u^yate Alambanam gha&diA Etan hetfin 

pratlya pr&pya jfakstrar&dtjanyam ity adu 

* SaatskSra iti, tanmate pftrvaksha«a eva hetubhfitaA saroskiro 

visaneh ia vyavahnyate k&ryast tu tadvishayatayd karm avy utpatty 4 

satwskSra/4 tathd hi k4ryak4rawdtniaka« sarvam bh£varflpa« ksha- 
mkam lb pnhg^jthiA. Brahmavidyabharaaa. 
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22 Cessation dependent on a sublative act of the 
mind, and cessation not so dependent cannot be 
established there being no (complete) interruption 

The Bauddhas who maintain that universal destruction is 
going on constantly assume that * whatever forms an object 
of knowledge and is different from the triad is produced 
(samskrzta) and momentary To the triad there mentioned 
they give the names cessation dependent on a sublative act 
of the mind cessation not dependent on such an act and 
* space.' This triad they hold to be non substantial, of a 
merely negative character (abhivamitra) devoid of all 
positive characteristics By cessation dependent on a sub- 
lative act of the mind, we have to understand such destruc- 
tion of entities as is preceded by an act of thought 1 , by 
cessation not so dependent is meant destruction of the 
opposite kind 2 3 * * * * , by space is meant absence in general of 
something covering (or occupying space) Out of these 
three non existences space will be refuted later on (Stitra 
24) , the two other ones are refuted in the present Sfitra. 

Cessation which is dependent on a sublative act of the 
mind, and cessation which is not so dependent are both 
impossible, ‘on account of the absence of interruption 
For both kinds of cessation must have reference either to the 
series (of momentary existences) or to the single members 
constituting the senes. — The former alternative is impossible 
because m all senes (of momentary existences) the members 
of the senes stand in an unbroken relation of cause and 
effect so that the senes cannot be interrupted 8 — The latter 


1 As when a man smashes a jar having previously formed the 

intention of doing so 

3 I e the insensible continual decay of things. — Viparita iti 
pratikshawaCT gha&dfafbz yuktyi s£dhyam£no * kuralair avagantum 

atakyaA sflkshmo vtnsLro pratisaxnkhy&mrodhaA Brahm&v 

8 A series of momentary existences constituting a chain of 
causes and effects can never be entirely stopped, for the last 

momentary existence must be supposed either to produce its effect 

or not to produce it In the former case the senes is continued , 

the latter alternative would imply that the last link does not really 
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alternative xs likewise inadmissible for it is impossible to 
maintain that any momentary existence should undergo 
complete annihilation entirely undefinable and disconnected 
(with the previous state of existence) since we observe that 
a thing is recognised in the various states through which it 
may pass and thus has a connected existence 1 And ih 
those cases also where a thing is not clearly recognised 
(after having undergone a change) we yet infer on the 
ground of actual observations made m other cases, that one 
and the same thing continues to exist without any interrup 
tion — For these reasons the two kinds of cessation which 
the Bauddhas assume cannot be proved 

23 And on account of the objections presenting 
themselves m either case 

The cessation of Nescience &c which, on the assumption 
of the Bauddhas, is included m the two kinds of cessation 
discussed hitherto must take place either m consequence of 
perfect knowledge together with its auxiliaries, or else of 
its own accord But the former alternative would imply 
the abandonment of the Bauddha doctrine that destruction 
takes place without a cause, and the latter alternative would 
involve the uselessness of the Bauddha instruction as to 
the ‘path a As therefore both alternatives are open to 
objections the Bauddha doctrine must be declared unsatis- 
factory 


exist, since the Bauddhas define the sattfi of a thing as Us causal 
efficiency (cp Sarvadarjawasacigraha) And the non-existence of 
the last link would retrogress vely lead to the non-existence of the 
whole series 

1 Thus day is recognised as such whether it appears m the form 
of a jar or of the potsherds into which the jar is broken or of the 
powder into which the potsherds are ground. — Analogously we 
infer that even things which seem to vanish altogether such as 
a drop of water which has fallen on heated iron yet continue to 
exist in some form 

1 The knowledge that everything is transitory pain &c. 
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24 And m the case of space also (the doctrine of 
its being a non entity is untenable) on account of 
its not differing (from the two other kinds of non- 
entity) 

We have shown so far that of the triad declared by the 
Bauddhas to be devoid of all positive characteristics and 
therefore non definable, two (viz prati sa ?«khy&vi rod ha and 
aprati ) cannot be shown to be such , we now proceed to 
show the same with regaid to space (ether, ak<ba) 

With regard to space also it cannot be maintained that 
it is non-definable, since substantiality can be established in 
the case of space no less than in the case of the two so 
called non entities treated of in the preceding Sfitias That 
space is a real thing follows in the first place f”om certain 
scriptural passages such as space sprang from the Self — 
To those, again who (like the Bauddhas) disagree with us 
as to the authoritativeness of Scripture we point out that 
the real existence of space is to be inferred from the quality 
of sound since we observe that earth and other real things 
are the abodes of smell and the other qualities — Moreover 
if you declare that space is nothing but the absence in 
general of ahy covering (occupying) body, it would follow 
that while one bud is flying — whereby space is occupied — 
there would be no room for a second bird wanting to fly at 
the safne time And if you should reply that the Second 
bird may fly there where there is absence of a covering 
body, yre point out that that something by which the 
absence of covering bodies is distinguished must be a 
positive entity, viz space in our sense, and not the mere 
non-existence of covering bodies 1 — Moreover the Bauddha 
places himself, by his view of space, m opposition to other 
parts of his system For we find, in the Bauddha Scriptures, 
a series of questions and answers (beginning On what, 0 
reverend Sir is the earth founded ? ), in which the following 


1 What does enable us to declare that there is £vara«&bh&va m 
one place and not m another ? Space , which therefore is some- 
thing' real 



TI ADHYAYA 2 P.S.DA 25 413 

question occurs, On what is the air founded? to which it 
is replied that the air is founded on space (ether) Now it 
is dear that this statement is appropriate only on the sup- 
position of space being a positive entity not a mere 
negation — Further, there is a self contradiction in the 
Bauddha statements regarding all the three kinds of nega- 
tive entities it being said, on the one hand that they are 
not positively definable, and, on the other hand that they 
are eternal Of what is not real neither eternity nor non- 
etermty can be predicated, since the distinction of subjects 
and predicates of attribution is founded entirely on real 
things Anything with regard to which that distinction 
holds good we condude to be a real thing, such as jars and 
the like are, not a mere undefinable negation 

25 And on account of remembrance 

The philosopher who maintains that all things are 
momentary only would have to extend that doctrine to 
the perceiving person (upalabdhW) also , that is, however, 
not possible, on account of the remembrance which is con 
sequent on the original perception That remembrance can 
take place only if it belongs to the same persoh who pre- 
viously made the perception , for we observe that what one 
man has experienced is not remembered by another man. 
How, indeed, could there arise the conscious state expressed 
in the sentences ‘ I saw that thing and now I see this 
thing ’ if the seeing person were not in both cases the same ? 
That the consciousness of recognition takes place only m 
the case of the observing and remembering subject being 
one is a matter known to every one , for if there were, in 
the two cases, different subjects the state of consciousness 
arising in the mind of the remembering person would be * I 
remember , another person made the observation ’ But no 
such state of consciousness does arise — When, on die other 
hand, such a state of consciousness does arise, then every- 
body knows that the person who made the ongmal observa- 
tion and the person who remembers, are different persons, 
and then the state of consciousness is expressed as follows 
1 1 remember that that other pernon saw that and that. 
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In the ram* under discussion however, the Vain&rika him- 
self— whose state of consciousness is I saw that and that’ 
— knows that there is one thinking subject only to which 
the original perception as well as the retnembiance belongs, 
and does not think of denying that the past perception 
belonged to himse lf, not any more than he denies that fire 
is hot and gives light 

As thus one agent is connected with the two moments of 
perception and subsequent remembrance, the Vain&rika has 
necessarily to abandon the doctrine of universal momen tan- 
ness And if he further recognises all his subsequent 
successive cognitions, up to his last breath to belong to one 
and the same subject, and m addition cannot but attnbute 
all bis past cognitions from the moment of hts birth, to the 
same Self how can he maintain, without being ashamed of 
himself, that everything has a momentary existence only? 
Should he maintain that the' recognition (of the subject as 
one and the same) takes place on account of the similarity 
(of the different self cognitions , each, however, being 
momentary only) we reply that the cognition of similarity 
is based on two things, and that for that reason the advo- 
cate of universal momentanness who denies the existence of 
one (permanent) subject able mentally to grasp the two 
similar things simply talks deceitful nonsense when 
asserting that recognition is founded Ott similarity 
Should he admit, on the other hand, that there is one 
mind grasping the similarity of two successive momen 
tary existences, he would thereby admit that one entity 
endures for two moments and thus contradict the tenet of 
universal momentanness. — Should it be said that the cog- 
nition this is similar to that is a different (new) cognition, 
not dependent on the apperception of the earlier and 
later momentary existences we refute this by the remark 
that the fact of different terms — viz 1 this and * that — 
being used pomts to the existence of different things (which 
the mind grasps m a judgment of similarity) If the 
mental act of which similarity is the object were an 
altogether new act (not concerned with the two separate 
similar entities) the expression this is similar to that’ 
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would be devoid of meaning , we should m that case rather 
speak of ‘similarity only— Whenever (to add a general 
reflexion) something perfectly well known from ordinary 
experience is not admitted by philosophers, they may indeed 
establish their own view and demolish the contrary opinion 
by means of words, but they thereby neither convince 
others nor even themselves Whatever has been ascertained 
to be such and such must also be represented as such and 
such, attempts to represent it as something else prove 
nothing but the vain talkativeness of those who make those 
attempts Nor can the hypothesis of mere similarity being 
cognised account lor ordinary empirical life and thought , for 
(in recognising a thing) we are conscious of it being that 
which we were formerly conscious of, not of it being merely 
similar to that We admit that sometimes with regard to 
an external thing a doubt may arise whether it is that or 
merely is similar to that, for mistakes may be made 
concerning what lies outside our minds But the con- 
scious subject never has any doubt whether it is itself or 
only similar to itself, it rather is distinctly conscious that 
it is one and the same subject which yesterday had a 
certain sensation and to-day remembers that sensation — 
For this reason also the doctrine of the Nihilists is to 
be rejected. 

26 (Entity) does not spring from non entity on 
account of that not being observed 

The system of the Vaminkas is objectionable for this 
reason also that those who deny the existence of permanent 
stable causes are driven to maintain that, entity springs from 
non entity This latter tenet is expressly enunciated by 
the Bauddhas where they say On account of the mam 
fetation (of effects) not without previous destruction (of 
the cause) For, they say, from the decomposed seed only 
the young plant springs, spoilt milk only turns into curds, 
and the lump of clay has ceased to be a lump when it 
becomes a jar If effects did spring from the unchanged 
causes, all effects would originate from all causes at once 
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as then no specification would be required 1 Hence, as we 
see that young plants, &c spring from seeds &c. only after 
the latter have been merged in non-existence we hold that 
entity springs from non entity 

To this Bauddha tenet we reply (‘Entity does) not 
(spring) from non entity, on account of that not being 
observed If entity did spring from non-entity, the as- 
sumption of special causes would be purportless, since 
non-entity is in all cases one and the same For the 
non existence of seeds and the like after they have been 
destroyed is of the same land as the non-existence of horns 
of hares and the like i e non existence is m all cases 
nothing else but the absence of all character of reality and 
hence there would be no sense (on the doctrine of origination 
from non existence) in assuming that sprouts are produced 
from seeds only curds from milk only, and so on. And 
if non distinguished non-existence were admitted to have 
causal efficiency we should also have to assume that 
sprouts &c originate from the horns of hares, &c. — a thing 
certainly not actually observed. — If again, it should be 
assumed that there are different kinds of non existence 
having special distinctions — -just as, for instance blueness 
and the like are special qualities of lotuses and so on — 
we point out that in that case the fact of there being such 
special distinctions would turn the non entities into entities 
no less real than lotuses and the like In no case non 
existence would possess causal efficiency simply because, 
like the horn of a hare it is non-existence merely — Further, 
if existence sprang from non existence, all effects would be 
affected with norf existence while as a matter of fact they 
are observed to be merely positive entities distinguished by 
their various special characteristics Nor* does any one 

1 If the cause were able without having undergone any change 
to produce effects it would at the same moment produce all the 
effects of which it is capable — Cp on this point the Sarvadanana- 
samgraba. 

* This is added to obviate the remark that it is not a general 
rule that effects are of the same nature as their causes and that 
therefore after all existent things may spring from non - 
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think that things of the nature of clay such as pots and 
the like are the effects of threads and the like, but every- 
body knows that things of the nature of clay are the effects 
of clay only — The Bauddhas tenet that nothing Can 
become a cause as long as it remains unchanged, but has 
to that end to undergo destruction, and that thus existence 
springs from non-existence only is false, for it is observed 
that only things of permanent nature which are always 
recognised as what they are such as gold, &c., are the causes 
of effects such as golden ornaments and so on. In those 
cases where a destruction of the peculiar nature of the 
cause is observed to take place as m the case of seeds, for 
instance, we have to acknowledge as the cause of the sub- 
sequent condition (1 e the sprout) not the earlier condition 
m so far as it is destroyed, but rather those permanent 
particles of the seed which are not destroyed (when the seed 
as a whole undergoes decomposition) — Hence as we see 
on the one hand that no entities ever originate from non- 
entities such as the horns of a hare, and on the other hand 
that entities do originate from entities such as gold and the 
like the whole Bauddha doctrine of existence springing 
from non existence has to be rejected — We finally point 
out that according to the Bauddhas, all mind and all mental 
modifications spring from the four skandhas discussed 
above and all material aggregates from the atoms, why 
then do they stultify this their own doctrine by the fanciful 
assumption of entity springing from non entity and thus 
needlessly perplex the mind of every one ? 

27 And thus (on that doctrine) there would be 
an accomplishment (of ends) in the case of non 
active people also 

If it were admitted that entity issues from non entity, 
lazy inactive people also would obtain their purposes, since 
* non-eirfstence is a thing to be had without much trouble 
Rice would grow for the husbandman even if he did not 
cultivate hi$ field , vessels would shape themselves even 'if 
the potter did not fashion the clay and the weaver too 
P* 1 E e 
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lazy to weave the threads mto a whole would nevertheless 
have m the end finished pieces of cloth just as if he had 
been weaving 1 And nobody would have to exert himself 
m the least either for going to the heavenly world or for 
obtaining final release All which of course is absurd and 
not maintained by anybody — Thus the doctrine of the 
origination of entity from non entity again shows itself to 
be futile 

28 The non existence (of external things) cannot 
be maintained on account of (our) consciousness (of 
them) 

There having been brought forward, m what precedes, 
the various objections which he against the doctrine of the 
reality of the external world (in the Bauddha sense) such 
as the impossibility of accounting for the existence of 
aggregates &c , we are now confronted by those Bauddhas 
who maintain that only cognitions (or ideas, wgnkxia) 
exist — The doctrine of the reality of the external world 
was indeed propounded by Buddha conforming himself to 
the mental state of some of his disciples whom he perceived 
to be attached to external things , but it does not represent 
his own true view according to which cognitions alone are real 

According to this latter doctrine the process whose con- 
stituting members are the act of knowledge the object of 
knowledge and the result of knowledge 1 , is an altogether 
internal one existing m so far only as it is connected with 
the mind (buddhi) Even if external things existed, that 
process could not take place but in connexion with the 
mind If the Bauddhas say you ask how it is known that 
that entire process is internal and that no outward things 
exist apart from consciousness we reply that we base oui 

1 According to the vtgwAnavadin the cognition specialised by its 
various contents such as for instance the idea of blue colour is the 
object of knowledge the cognition m so far as it is consciousness 
(avabhdsa) is the result of knowledge the cognition in so far as it 
is power is m&na knowledge in so far as it is the abode of that 
power t is pramfttr knowing subject 
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doctrine on the impossibility of external things For if 
external things aie admitted they must be either atoms or 
aggregates of atoms such as posts and the like But atoms 
cannot be comprehended under the j.deas of posts and the 
like it being impossible foi cognition to represent (things 
as minute as) atoms Nor again, can the outward things 
be aggregates of atoms such as pillars and the like, because 
those aggregates can neither be defined as different nor 
as non different from the atoms 1 — In the same way we 
can show that the external things are not umversals and 
so on® 

Moreover the cognitions— which are of a uniform nature 
only in so far as they are states of consciousness— undergo 
according to their objects, successive modifications so that 
there is piesented to the mind now the idea of a post, now 
the idea of a wall, now the idea of a jar and so on Now 
this is not possible without some distinction on the part of 
the ideas themselves, and hence we must necessarily admit 
that the ideas have the same forms as then objects. But if 
we make this admission from which it follows that the form 
of the objects is determined by the ideas the hypothesis of 
the existence of external things becomes altogether gratuity 
ous From the fact, moreover of our always, being con- 
scious of the act of knowledge and the object of knowledge 
simultaneously it follows that the two are in reality identical 
When we are conseiousof the one we are conscious of the other 
also , and that would not happen if the two were essentially 
distinct as in that case theie would be nothing to prevent 
our being conscious of one apart from the other For this 
reason also we maintain that there are no outwaid things. — 


1 If they are said to be different from the atoms they can no 
longer be considered as composed of atoms if they are non 
different from atoms they cannot be the cause of the mental 
representations of gross non atomic bodies 

* Avayav&vay avirfipo v£hyo*rtho nisti £en mabhfidg&tivyaktya 
dirfi^as tu sySd lty ifankySha evam lti G^atyadiniw vyaktyadtn&m 
Mtyantabbmnatve sv^tantrvaprasangSd atvantfibhmnatve tadvade 
vatadbbivSd bh n n&bhmnat va^ya vtraddbatv&d avayavavayavibhe 
davag gibvyaktjid bhedo p nistfty arthaA 

E e 2 
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Perception is to be considered as similar to a dream and 
the like The ideas present to our minds during a dream, a 
magical illusion, a mirage and so on, appear in the twofold 
form of subject and object, although there is all the while 
no external object hence wc conclude that the ideas of 
posts and the like which occur in our waking state are like 
wise independent of external objects, for they also are 
simply ideas. — If we be asked how, in the absence of ex- 
ternal things, we account for the actual variety of ideas, 
we reply that that variety is to be explained from the 
impressions left by previous ideas 1 In the begmnmgless 
saffzsctra ideas and mental impressions succeed each other 
as causes and effects, just as the plant springs from the seed 
and seeds are again produced from the plant, and there 
exists therefore a sufficient reason for the variety of ideas 
actually experienced That the variety of ideas is solely 
due to the impressions left on the mind by past ideas 
follows moreover, from the following affirmative and 
negative judgments we both (the Ved&ntins as well as 
the Bauddhas) admit that in dreams &c. theie presents 
itself a variety of ideas which arise from mental im- 
pressions, without any external object, we (the Bauddhas) 
do not admit that any variety of ideas can arise from 
external objects, without mental impressions. — Thus wfe 
are again led to conclude that no outward things exist 
To all this we (the Ved&ntms) make the following reply — 
The non-existence of external things cannot be maintained 
because we are conscious of external things. In every act 
of perception we are conscious of some external thing cor- 
responding to the Idea, whether it be a post or a wall or a 
piece of cloth or a jar, and that of which we are conscious 
cannot hut exist Why should we pay attention to the 
words of a man who, while conscious of an outward t hing 
through its approximation to his senses, affirms that he is 
c&nseious of no outward thing, and that no such thing exists 


1 V&$a,na, above translated by mental impression, strictly means 
any member of the infinite Series of ideas which precedes the 
present actual ides. 
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any more than we listen to a man who while he as eating 
and experiencing the feeling of satisfaction aveis that he 
does not eat and does not feel satisfied ? — If the Bauddha 
should reply that he does not affirm that he is conscious of 
no object but only that he is conscious of no object apart 
from the act of consciousness, we answer that he may 
indeed make any arbitrary statement he likes, but that he 
has no arguments to prove what he says That the out 
ward thing exists apart from consciousness, has necessarily 
to be accepted on the ground of the nature of consciousness 
itself! Nobody when perceiving a post or a wall is conscious 
of his perception only, but all men are conscious of posts and 
walls and the like as objects of their perceptions That such 
is the consciousness of all men, appears also from the fact that 
even those who contest the existence of external things bear 
witness to their existence when they say that what is an 
internal object of cognition appears like something external 
For they practically accept the general consciousness, which 
testifies to the existence of an external world and being at 
the same time anxious to refute it they speak of the external 
things as * like something external If they did not them- 
selves at the bottom acknowledge the existence of the ex 
teraal world how could they use the expression ‘like 
something external f No one says, Vish«umitra appears 
like the son of a barren mother If we accept the truth as 
it is given to us in our consciousness, we must admit that 
the object of perception appears to us as something external, 
not like something external — But — the Bauddha may reply 
— we conclude that the object of perception is only like 
something external because external things are impossible 
— This conclusion we rejoin is improper, since the possibility 
or impossibility of things is to be determined only on the 
ground of the operation or non-operation of the means of 
right knowledge while on the other hand, the operation 
and non operation of the means of right knowledge are not 
to be made dependent on preconceived possibilities or 
impossibilities. Possible is whatever is apprehended by 
perception or some other means of proof impossible is 
what is not so apprehended Now the e things are 
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according to then nature apprehended by all the rnstru 
ments of knowledge how then can you maintain that they 
are not possible on the ground of such idle dilemmas as 
that about their difference or non difference from atoms? — 
Nor again does the non existence of objects follow from 
the fact of the ideas having the same form as the objects 
for if there were no objects the ideas could not have the 
forms of the objects, and the objects are actually appre 
hended as external — For the same reason (1 e because the 
distinction of thing and idea is given in consciousness) the 
invariable concomitance of idea and thing has to be con- 
sidered as proving only that the thing constitutes the means 
of the idea, not that the two are identical Moreover when 
we are conscious first of a pot and then of a piece of cloth, 
consciousness remains the same in the two acts while what 
varies are merely the distinctive attributes of consciousness 
just as when we see at first a black and then a white cow, the 
distinction of the two perceptions is due to the varying 
blackness and whiteness while the generic character of the 
cow remains the same The difference of the one per 
manent factor (from the two — or more — varying factors) is 
proved throughout by the two varying factors and vice 
versa the difference of the latter (from the permanent factor) 
by the presence of the one (permanent factor) Therefoie 
thing and idea are distinct The same view is to be held 
with regard to the perception and the remembrance of a 
jar , there also the perception and the remembiance only 
are distinct while the jar is one and the same in the same 
way as when conscious of the smell of milk and the taste of 
milk we are conscious of the smell and taste as different 
things but of the milk itself as one only 

Further, two ideas which occupy diffeient moments of 
time and pass away as soon as they have become objects 
of consciousness cannot apprehend — or be apprehended by 
— each other From this it follows that certain doctrines 
forming part of the Bauddha system cannot be upheld , so 
the doctrine that ideas are different fi om each othei , the 
doctrine that everything is momentary void &c the doc 
trine of the distinction of mdiv duals and c the 
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doctrine that a former idea leaves an impression giving rise 
to a later idea the doctrine of the distinction owing to 
the influence of Nescience, of the att ibutes of existence and 
non existence the doctrine of bondage and release (de 
pending on absence and piesence of fright knowledge) 1 
Further if >ou say that we are conscious of the idea you 
must adira that we are also conscious of the external thing 
And if you rejoin + hat we a> e conscious of the idea on its 
own account because it s of a luminous nature like a lamp 
while the external thing is not so , we reply that by mam 
taming the idea to be illuminated by itself you make your 
self guilty of an absurdity no less than if you said that fire 
bums itself And at the same tune you lefuse to accept 
the common and altogether rational opinion that we are 
conscious of the external thing by means of the idea 
different from the thing 1 Indeed a proof of extraordinary 
philosophic insight i — It cannot, moreover be asserted m 
any way that the idea apart from the thing is the object of 
our consciousness , for it is absurd to speak of a thing as 
the object of its own act vity Possibly you (the Bauddha) 
will rejom *hat ; if the idea is to be apprehended by some- 
thing different from it, that something also must be appre- 
hended by something different and so on ad infinitum 
And, moreover, you will perhaps object that as each cogni- 
tion is of an essentially illuminating nature like a lamp the 
assumption of a further cognition is uncalled for, for as 
they are both equally illuminating the one cannot give 
light to the other — But both these objections are unfounded 
As the idea only is apprehended, and theie is consequently 
no necessity to assume something to apprehend the Self 
which witnesses the idea (is conscious of the idea), there re- 
sults no regressus ad infinitum. And the witnessing Self 
and the idea are of an essentially different nature and may 
therefore stand to each other in the relation of knowing 
subject and object known The existence of the witness 


1 For all these doctrines depend on the comparison of ideas 
which is not possible unless there be a permanent knowing subject 
n addition to the t tory liras. 
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mg Self is self proved and cannot there foie be denied — 
Moreover, if you maintain that the idea lannplike, manifests 
itself without standing in need of a further principle to 
illuminate it you maintain thereby that ideas exist which 
are. not apprehended by any of the means of knowledge 
and which are without a knowing being , which is no better 
than to assert that a thousand lamps burning inside some 
impenetrable mass of rocks manifest themselves And if 
you should maintain that thereby we admit your doctrine, 
since it follows from what we have said that the idea itself 
implies consciousness , we reply that, as observation shows 
the lamp m order to become manifest requires some other 
intellectual agent furnished with instruments such as the 
eye and that therefore the idea also, as equally being a thing 
to be illuminated, becomes manifest only through an ulterior 
intelligent principle. And if you finally object that we, 
When advancing the witnessing Self as self-proved, merely 
express in other words the Bauddha tenet that the idea 
is self-manifested foe refute you by remarking that your 
ideas have the attributes of originating passing away being 
manifold, and so on (while our Self is one and permanent) — 
We thus have proved that an idea, like a lamp, requires an 
ulterior intelligent principle to render it manifest 

29 And on account of their difference of nature 
(the ideas of the waking state) are not like those of 
a dream 

We now apply ourselves to the refutation of the averment 
made by the Bauddha, that the ideas of posts, and so on of 
which we are conscious in the waking' state, may arise in 
the absence of external objects, just as the ideas of a dream, 
both being ideas alike. — The two sets of ideas, we maintain, 
cannot be treated on the same footing, on account of the 
difference of their character They differ aS follows—’ 
The thu^gs of which we are conscious in a dream are 
negated by our waking consciousness ‘ I wrongly thought 
that I had a meeting with a great man , no such meeting 
took p l a ce, but my mind was dulled by shtpiber, and so the 
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false idea arose In an analogous manner the things of 
which we are conscious when under the influence of a magic 
illusion, and the like, are negated by our ordinary con- 
sciousness. Those things on the other hand of which we 
are conscious in our waking state, such as posts and the like, 
are never negated m any state. — Moreover, the visions of a 
dream are acts of remembrance while the visions of the 
waking state are acts of immediate consciousness and 
the distinction between remembrance and immediate con 
sciousness is directly cognised by every one as being 
founded on the absence or presence of the object When 
for instance a man remembers* his absent son, he does not 
directly perceive him, but merely wishes so to perceive 
him As thus the distinction between the two states is 
evident to every one, it is impossible to formulate the 
inference that waking consciousness is false because it is 
mere consciousness, such as dreaming consciousness , for 
we certainly cannot allow would-be philosophers to deny 
the truth of what is directly evident to themselves. Just 
because they feel Idle absurdity of denying what is evident 
to themselves, and are consequently unable to demonstrate 
the baselessness of the ideas of the waking state from those 
ideas themselves, they attempt to demonstrate it from their 
having certain attributes in common with the ideas of the 
dreaming state But if some attribute cannot belong to a 
thing on account of the latter s own nature, it cannot belong 
to It on account of the thing having certain attributes m 
common with some other thing Fire, which is felt to be 
hot, cannot be demonstrated to be cold, on the ground of 
its having attributes in common with water And the dif 
ference of nature between the waking and the sleeping state 
we have already shown 

30 The existence (of mental impressions) is not 
possible (on the Bauddha view) on account of the 
absence of perception (of external things) 

We now proceed to that theory of yours according 
to which the variety of ideas can be explained from the 
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variety of mental impressions without any reference to 
external things, and remark that on your doctrine the 
existence of mental impressions is impossible as you 
do not admit the perception of external things For the 
variety of mental impressions is caused altogether by 
the variety of the things perceived How, indeed, could 
various impressions originate if no external things were 
perceived? The hypothesis of a beginnmgless senes of 
mental impressions would lead only to a baseless regressus 
ad infinitum sublative of the entire phenomenal world, and 
would in no way establish your position — The same argu 
ment, i e the one founded on the impossibility of mental 
impressions which are not caused by external things, refutes 
also the positive and negative judgments, on the ground of 
which the denier of an external world above attempted to 
show that ideas are caused by mental impressions, not by 
external things We rather have on our side a positive and 

a negative judgment whereby to establish our doctnne of 
the existence of external things, viz ‘the perception of 
external tilings is admitted to take place also without 
mental impressions and ‘ mental impressions are not ad- 
mitted to originate independently of the perception of 
external things, — Moreover, an impression is a kind 
of modification and modifications cannot, as expen 
ence teaches take place unless there is some substratum 
which is modified But according to you- doctnne such a 
substratum of impressions does not exist since you say that 
it cannot be cognised through any means of knowledge 

31 And on account of the momentarmess (of the 
dlayavg'»&na it cannot be the abode of mental 
impressions) 

If you maintain that the so-called internal cognition 
(Alayavi£-£&na assumed by you mav constitute the abode 

1 The vr^nEtnaskandha composes vi^sanas of two different kinds 
the &layavi£tf£na and the pravrrttiv^f&na The dlayavi^tana com 
pnses the senes of cognitions or ideas which refer to the ego , the 
pravmtnqfwana composes those ideas which refer to apparently 
external objects; such as colour and the bke The ideas of the 
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of the mental impressions, we deny that, because that 
cognition also being admittedly momentary, and hence 
non-permanent cannot be the abode of impressions any 
more than the quasi-external cognitions (pravrztti vig-wdna) 
For unless there exists one continuous principle equally 
connected with the past, the present and the future 1 or an 
absolutely unchangeable (Self) which cognises, everything 
we are unable to account for remembrance, recognition, and 
so on, which are subject to mental impressions dependent 
on place, time and cause If on the other hand you 
declare your Alayavi^wana to be something permanent 
you thereby abandon your tenet of the AlayavigwSna as 
well as evetythmg else being momentary — Or (to explain 
the Sfitra in a different way) as the tenet of general momen 
tanness is charactenstic of the systems of the idealistic 
as well as the realistic Bauddhas, we may bring forward 
against the doctrines of the former all those arguments 
dependent on the principle of general momentariness which 
we have above uxged against the Iattei 

We have thus refuted both nihilistic doctrines;, vi r the 
doctrine which maintains the (momentary) reality of the ex 
ternal world and the doctrine which asserts that ideas only 
exist The third vanety of Bauddha doctrine viz that 
everything i„ empty (i e that absolutely nothing exists) is 
contradicted by all means of right knowledge and therefore 
requires no special lefutation Bor this apparent world 
whose existence is guaranteed by all the means of know- 
ledge cannot be denied unless some one should find out 
some new truth (based on vvhieh he could impugn its 
existence) — fora general pi incip!e is proved by the absence 
of contrary instances 

32 And on account of its general deficiency in 
probability 

No further special discussion is in fact requned From 

latter class are due to the mental impressions left by the antecedent 
ideas of the former class 

1 Viz in the present case the principle that what presents itself 
to consc ousness s not non-ex stent 
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whatever new points of view the Bauddha system is tested 
with reference to its probability, it gives way on all sides like 
the walls of a well dug in sandy soil It has, in fact, no foun- 
dation whatever to rest upon, and hence the attempts to use 
it as a guide in the practical concerns of ufe are mere folly 
— Moreover Buddha by propounding the three mutually 
contradictory systems teaching respectively the reality of 
the external world, the reality of ideas only and general 
nothingness has himself made it clear either that he 
was a man given to make incoherent assertions or 
else that hatred of all beings induced him to propound 
absurd doctrines by accepting which they would become 
thoroughly confused — So that — and this the S&tra means 
to indicate— -Buddha’s doctrine has to be entnely dis- 
regarded by all those who have a regard for their own 
happiness 

33 On account of the impossibility (of contra 
dictory attributes) in one thing, (the 6aina doctrine 
is) not (to be accepted) 

Having disposed of the Bauddha doctrine we now turn 
to the system of the Gymnosophists (Gamas) 

The Gainas acknowledge seven categories (tattvas), viz 
soul (jgiva), non soul (&g Iva) the issuing outward (fisrava) 
restraint (sawvara), destruction (nug-ara), bondage (bandha) 
and release (moksha ) 1 Shortly it may be said that they 
acknowledge two categories, viz soul and non soul, since 
the five other categories may be subsumed under these two 
— They also set forth a set of categories different from the 
two mentioned. They teach that there are five so-called 

1 Soul and non soul are the enjoying souls and the objects of 
their enjoyment, fisrava is the forward movement of the senses 
towards their objects, saw vara is the restraint of the activity of the 
senses, nirgara is self mortification by which sin is destroyed, 
the works constitute bondage, and release is the ascending of the 
son), after bondage has ceased to the highest regions. — For the 
details See Professor Cowells translation of the Arhata chapter 
of the Saradamwasawgraha 
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astfldyas ( existing bodies 1 e. categories) viz the cate- 
gories of soul (^iva) body (pudgala), merit (dharma), 
dement (adharma),and space (4kira) All these categories 
they again subdivide in vanous fanciful ways 1 — To all things 
they apply the following method of reasoning which they 
call the saptabhanginaya somehow it is, somehow it is 
not somehow it is and is not, somehow it is indescrib- 
able , somehow ife is and is indescribable , {somehow it is 
not and is mdescnbable , somehow it is and is not and is 
mdescnbable 

To this unsettling style of reasoning they submit even 
such conceptions as that of unity and eternity* 

This doctrine we meet as follows — Y our reasoning, we 
say, is inadmissible * on account of the impossibility in one 
thing * That is to say, it is impossible that contradictory 
attributes such as being and non being should at the same 
time belong to one and the same thing , just as observation 
teaches us that a thing cannot be hot and cold at the same 
moment The seven categories asserted by you must either 
be so many and such or not be so many and such, the 
third alternative expressed in the word9 they either are 
such or not such* results m a cognition of indefinite nature 
whiph is no more a source of true knowledge than doubt is. 
If you should plead that the cognition that a thing is of 
more than one nature iS definite and therefore a source of 
true knowledge, we deny this For the unlimited assertion 
that all things are of a non-exclusive nature is itself some- 
thing, falls as such under the alternative predications ' some 
how it is ‘ somehow it is not, and so ceases to be a definite 
assertion The same happens to the person making the 
assertion and to* the result of the assertion , partly they are 
partly they are not As thus the means of knowledge, the 
object of knowledge, the knowing subject, and the act of 
knowledge are all alike indefinite, how can the Tirthakara 
(Cwa) teach with any claim to authority, and how can his 
followers act on a doctrine the matter of which is altogether 


1 Cp, translation of Sarvadarjawasaiugraha, p 59 
* And so impugn the doctrine of the One eternal Brafitnan, 
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indeterminate? Observation shows that only when a course 
of action is known to have a definite result people set about 
it without hesitation Hence a man who proclaims a doc- 
trine of altogether indefinite contents does not deserve to be 
listened to any more than a drunken man or a madman — 
Again if we apply the Ga . ina reasoning to their doctrine of 
the five categories we have to say that on one view of the 
matter they are five and on another view they are not five 
from which latter point of view it follows that they are 
either fewer or more than five Nor is it logical to declare 
the categories to be indescribable. For if they are so, they 
cannot be described but as a matter of fact they are 
described so that to call them indescribable involves a 
contradiction And if you go on to say that the categories 
on being described are ascertained to be such and such and 
at the same time are not ascertained to be such and such 
and that the result of their being ascertained is perfect 
knowledge or is not perfect knowledge and that imperfect 
knowledge is the opposite of perfect knowledge or is not 
the opposite, you certainly talk more like a drunken or 
insane man than like a sober trustworthy person —If you 
further maintain that the heavenly world and final release 
exist or do not exist and are eternal or non eternal the 
absence of all determinate knowledge which is implied m 
such statements will result in nobody s acting for the 
purpose of gaining the heavenly world and final release 
And, moreover, it follows from your doctrine that soul, non 
soul, and so on whose nature you claim to have ascertained, 
and which you describe as having existed from all eternity 
relapse all at once into the condition of absolute mdeter 
mination — As therefore the two contradictory attributes of 
being and non-being cannot belong to any of the categories 
— being excluding non being and vice vei sa non being ex 
eluding being— the doctrine of the Arhat must be rejected 
■ The above remarks dispose likewise of the assertions 
made by the Gamas as to the impossibility of deciding 
whether of one thing theie is to be predicated oneness oi 
plurality permanency or non ency separateness or 

non-separateness and so pn The Gaipa dbctrinc that 
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aggregates are formed from the atoms — by them called 
pudgalas — we do not undertake to refute separately as its 
refutation is already comprised m that of the atomistic 
doctrine given in a previous part of this work 

34 And likewise {there results from the Gaina 
doctrine) non universality of the Self 

We have hitherto urged against the Gama doctrine an 
objection resulting from the sy&dvada viz that one thing 
cannot have contradictory attributes We now turn to the 
objection that from their doctrine it would follow that the 
individual Self is not universal, 1 e not omnipresent — The 
Gamas are of opinion that the soul has the same size as the 
body From this it would follow that the soul is not of 
infinite extension but limited and hence non eternal like 
jars and similar things further as the bodies of different 
classes of creatures are of different size it might happen 
that the soul of a man — which is of the size of the human 
body — when enteung in consequence of its former deeds, on 
a new state of existence in the body of an elephant would 
not be able to fill the whole of it, or else that a human 
soul being relegated to the body of an ant would not be 
able to find sufficient room m it. The same difficulty would, 
moreover ause with regard to the successive stages of one 
state of existence infancy youth and old age — But why 
the Gaina may ask, should we not look upon the soul as 
consisting of an infinite numbei of parte capable of under- 
going compression m a small body and dilatation in a big 
one? — Do you, we ask m return, admit or not admit that 
those countless particles of the soul may occupy the same 
place or not * — If you do not admit it, it follows that the 
infinite number of particles cannot be contained in a body 
of limited dimensions — If you do admit it it follows that 
as then the space occupied by all the particles may be the 
space of one particle only the extension of all the par- 
ttcles together will remain inconsiderable and hence the 
soul be of minute size (not of the sue of the body) 
You have moreover no nght to assume that a body 
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of J1 muted size contains an infinite number of soul par 
tides. 

Well then, the Gama, may reply, let us assume that by 
turns whenever the soul enters a big body some particles 
accede to it while some withdraw from it whenever it 
enters a small body — To this hypothesis the next Sutra 
furnishes a reply 





35 Nor is non contradiction to be derived from 
f like succession (of parts acceding to and departing 
~ from the soul), on account of the change, &c (of 
the soul) 

Nor can the doctrine of the soul having the Same size as 
the body be satisfactorily established by means of the 
hypothesis of the successive accession and withdrawal of 
(Particles For this hypothesis would mvolve the souls 
l jandergomg changes and the like If the soul is continually 
repleted and depleted by the successive addition and 
Withdrawal of parts, it of course follows that it undergoes 
and if it is liable to change it follows that it is non 
it bke the skin and similar substances From that 
Vaipahi, it follows that the Gama doctrine of bondage and 
is untenable, according to which doctrine ' the soul, 
in the state of bondage is encompassed by the ogdoad 
and sunk in the ocean of saws&ra, rises when its 
i are sundered as the gourd rises to the surface df the 
when it is freed from the encumbering day 1 ' — 
sr, those particles which in turns come and depart 
up* attributes of coming and going, and cannot, on 
pgegauttt, be of the nature of the Self any more than the 
And if it be said that the Self consists of some 
(Sfently remaining parts we remark that it would be 
Je to determine which are the permanent and which 
uy parts — -We have further to ask from whence 
lies originate when they accede to the soul, and 
they are merged when they detach themselves 
They cannot spring from the material elements 

J€p Sarradarja«asa»igtaha transition, p gfi 
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re enter the elements , for the soul is immaterial Nor 
have we any means to prove the existence of some other, 
general or special reservoir of soul particles —Moreover, on 
the hypothesis under discussion the soul would he of in 
definite nature, as the size of the particles acceding and 
departing is itself indefinite —On account of all these and 
similar difficulties it cannot he maintain ed that retain 
particles by turns attach themselves to, and detach them 
selves from, the soul 

The Sutra may be taken m a different sense also The 
preceding Sfitra has proved that the soul if of the same 
size as the body cannot be permanent as its entering into 
bigger and smaller bodies involves its limitation To 
this the Gymnosophist may be supposed to rejoin that 
although the soul’s size successively changes it may yet be 
permanent just as the stream of water is permanent (al 
though the water continually changes) An analogous 
instance would be supplied by the permanency of the 
stream of ideas while the individual ideas as that of a red 
cloth and so on, are non-permanent — To this rejoinder 
our Sfitra replies that if the stream is not real we are 
led back to the doctrine of a general void, and that, if it 
is something real the difficulties connected with the souls 
changing, &c present themselves and render the Gama 
view impossible, 

36 And on account of the permanency of the 
final (size of the soul) and the resulting permanency 
of the two (preceding sizes) there is no difference (of 
size, at any time) 

Moreover the Gamas themselves admit the permanency 
of the final size of the soul which it has m the state of 
release From this it follows also that its initial size and 
its intervening sizes must he permanent 1 , and that hence 


1 The inference being that the muiai and intervening sues of the 
soul must he permanent because they are sizes of the Soul like ns 
final sue 
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there is no difference between the three sizes But this 
would involve the conclusion that the different bodies of 
the soul have one and the same size, and that the soul 
cannot enter into bigger and smaller bodies, — Or else (to 
explain the Sfftra in a somewhat different way) from the 
fact that the final size of the soul is permanent it follows 
that its size in the two previous conditions also is perma 
nent Hence the soul must be considered as being always 
of the same size — whether minute or infinite — and not of 
the varying size of its bodies — For this reason also the 
doctrine of the Arhat has to be set aside as not m any way 
more rational than the doctrine of Buddha 

37 The Lord (cannot be the cause of the world), 
on account of the tnappropriateness (of that doc 
trine) 

The Sfftrakdra now applies himself to the refutation of 
that doctrine, according to which the Lord is the cause of 
the world only m so far as he is the general ruler — But how 
do you know that that is the purport of the Sutia (which 
speaks of the Lord * without any qualification ) ? — From the 
circumstance, we reply that the teacher himself has proved, 
in the previous sections of the work, that the Lord is the 
material cause as well as the ruler of the world Hence, if 
the present Sfitra were meant to impugn the doctrine of 
the Lord in general the earlier and later parts of the 
work would be mutually contradictory, and the Sfitrak&ra 
would thus be in conflict with himself We therefore must 
assume that the purport of the present Sfitra is to make 
an energetic attack on the doctrine of those who main 
tain that the Lord is not the material cause, but merely 
the ruler'ji.e the operative cause of the world, a doctrine 
entirely opposed to the Ved&ntic tenet of the unity of 
Brahman 

The theories about the Lord which are independent of 
the Yed4nta are of various nature Some taldng their 
stand on -the S&nkhya and Yoga systems assume that the 
Lord acts as a mere operative cause, as the ruler of the 
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pradhina and of the souls and that piadhAna soul and 
Lord are of mutually different nature. — The Mihemras 
(.Saivas) maintain that the five categories viz effect, cause, 
union, ritual, the aid of pain were taught by the Lord 
Parupati (.Siva) to the end of breaking the bonds of the 
animal (s e the soul) , Parupati is, according to them 
the Lord, the operative cause — Similarly the Vatreshikas 
and others also teach, according to their various systems 
that the Lord is somehow the operative cause of the 
world 

Against all these opinions the Sfitra remarks 1 the Lord 
on account of the inappropi lateness I e it is not possible 

that the Lord as the ruler of the pradhana and the soul 
should be the cause of the world on account of the tnap 
propnateness of that doctrine For if the Loid is supposed 

to assign to the various classes of animate creatuies low, 
intermediate and high positions according to his liking it 
follows that he is animated by hatred passion and so on, 
is hence like one of us and is no real Lord Nor can we 
get over this difficulty by assuming that he makes his 
dispositions with a view to the merit and dement of the 
living beings , for that assumption would lead us to a 
logical see saw the Lord as well as the works of living 
beings having to be considered in turns both as acting and 
as acted upon This difficulty is not removed by the con 
sideration that the works of living beings and the result 
mg dispositions made by the Lord form a chain which has 
no beginning , for in past time as well as ui the present 
mutual interdependence of the two took place, so that the 
beginningless series is like an endless chain of blind men 
leading other blind men It is, moreover, a tenet set forth 
by t£e Naiydyikas themselves that * imperfections have the 
characteristic of being the causes of action ( Ny&ya Sfitra 
I, 1, 18) Experience shows that all agents, whether they 
be active for their own purposes or for the purposes of 
something else, aie impelled to action by some imperfection 
And even if it is admitted that an agent even when acting 
for some extrinsic purpose is impelled by an intrinsic 
motive, your doctrine re faulty all the same for the 

F f 2 
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Lord is no longer a Lord even if he is actuated by intrinsic 
motives only (such as the desire of removing the painful 
feeling connected with pity) — Your doctrine is finally 
inappropriate for that reason also that you maintain the 
Lord to be a special kind of soul , for from that it follows 
that he must be devoid of all activity 

38 And on account of the impossibility of the 
connexion (of the Lord with the souls and the 
pradh&na) 

Against the doctrine which we are at present discussing 
there lies the further objection that a Lord distinct from 
the pradhina and the souls cannot be the ruler of the latter 
without being connected with them in a certain way But 
of what nature is that connexion to be ? It cannot be con 
junction (saiayoga) because the Lord as well as the pra- 
dhina and the souls, is of infinite extent and devoid of 
parts. Nor can it be inherence, since it would be impossible 
to define who should be the abode and who the abiding 
thing Nor is it possible to assume some other connexion, 
the special nature of which would have to be inferred from 
the effect, because the relation of cause and effect is just 
what is not settled as yet 1 — How, then, it may be asked 
do you — the Vedintins — establish the relation of cause and 
effect (between the Lord and the world) ?— There is, we 
reply no difficulty in our case, as the connexion we assume 
is that of identity (tiditmya) The adherent of Brahman 
moreover, defines the nature of the cause, and so on, on the 
basis of Scripture, and is therefore not obliged to render his 
tenets throughout conformable to observation Our adver 
sary, on the other band who defines the nature of the cause 
and the hke according to instances furnished by experience, 


1 The special nature of the connexion between the Lord and 
the pradhina and the souls cannot be ascertained from the world 
considered as the effect of the pradhina anted upon by the Lord 
for that the world is the effect of the pradhina is a point which 
the Vediutms do not accept- as proved, 
f 
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may be expected to maintain only such doctrines as agree 
with experience Nor can he put forward the claim that 
Scnptare, because it is the production of the omniscient 
Lord, may be used to confirm his doctrine as well as that 
of the Vedintin , for that would involve him in a logical 
see-saw the omniscience of the Lord being established on 
the doctnne of Scripture, and the authority of Scripture 
again being established on the omniscience of the Lord — 
For all these reasons the S&nkhya-yogi hypothesis about 
the Lord is devoid of foundation Other similar hypotheses 
which likewise are not based on the Veda are to be refuted 
by corresponding arguments 

39 And on account of the impossibility of ruler 
ship (on the part of the Lord) 

The Lord of the argumentative philosophers is an un 
tenable hypothesis for the following reason also — Those 
philosophers are obliged to assume that by hts influence 
the Lord produces action m the pradh&na &c just as the 
potter produces motion in the clay &c But this cannot 
be admitted, for the pradh&na, which is devoid of colour 
and other qualities, and therefore not an object of percep 
tion, is on that account of an altogether different natuie 
from clay and the like, and hence cannot be looked upon 
as the object of the Lord s action. 

40 If you say that as the organs (are ruled by 
the soul so the pradh&na is ruled by the I ord), we 
deny that on account of the enjoyment, &c 

Well, the opponent might reply let us suppose that the 
Lord rules the pradbtna in the same way as the soul rules 
the organ of sight and the other organs which are devoid 
of colour, and so on, and hence not objects of perception 

This analogy also, we reply, proves nothing For we 
infer that the organs are ruled by the soul from the 
observed fact that the soul feels pleasure pain, and the like 
(which affect the soul through the organs) But we do not 
observe that the Lord experiences pleasure, pam &c caused 
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by the pradh&na If the anally between the pradh&na 
and the bodily organs were a complete one, it would follow 
that the Lord is affected by pleasure and pain no less than 
the transmigrating souls are 

Or else the two preceding Sfttras may be explained in a 
different way Ordinary experience teaches us that kings, 
who are the mlers of countries, are never without some 
material abode 1 e a body hence, if we wish to infer the 
existence of a general Lord from the analogy of earthly 
rulers, we must ascribe to him also some kind of body to 
serve as the substratum of his organs But such a body 
cannot be ascribed to the Lord since all bodies exist only 
subsequently to the cieation not previously to it The 
Lord therefore, is not able to act because devoid of a 
material substratum , for experience teaches us that action 
requires a material substiate — Let us then arbitrarily 
assume that the Lord possesses some kind of body seivmg 
as a substiatum for his organs (even previously to creation) 
— This assumption also will not do , for if the Lord has a 
body he is subject to the sensations of ordinary transmigra 
tory souls and thus no longer is the Lord 

41 And (there would follow from that doctrine) 
either finite duration or absence of omniscience (on 
the Lord s part) 

The hypothesis of the argumentative philosophers is 
invalid, for the following reason also — They teach that 
the Lord is omniscient and of infinite dmation, and like- 
wise that the pradh&na as well as the individual souls is 
of infinite duration Now, the omniscient Lord eithei 
defines the measure of the pradh4na, the souls and himself, 
or does not define it. Both alternatives subvert the doc- 
trine under discussion. For,, on the former alternative, the 
pradh^ha, the souls and the Lord, being all of them of 
defimt£ measure, must necessarily be of finite duration , 
since ordinary experience teaches that all things of definite 
extent, such as jars and the like at some tune cease to 
T%e numerical measure of pt^dhdna, souls, and Lord is 



IX ADHYAYA 2 PADA 42 


439 


defined by their constituting a toad and the individual 
measure of each of them must likewise be considered as 
defined by the Lord (because he is omniscient) The 
number of the souls is a high one 1 From among this 
limited number of souls some obtain release from the 
szo/tsfira, that means their sa««4ra comes to an end, and 
their subjection to the saa«sfira comes to an end Gra- 
dually all souls obtain release, and so there will finally be 
an end of the entire sawsfira and the sasws&ra state of all 
souls But the pradh&na which is ruled by the Lord and 
which modifies itself foi the purposes of the soul is what is 
meant by sams&ra Hence, when the latter no longer 
exists, nothing is left for the Lord to rule, and his om 
mscience and ruling power have no longer any objects. 
But if the pradh&na the souls and the Lord, all have an 
end, it follows that they also have a beginning and if they 
have a beginning as well as an end, we are driven to the 
doctrine of a general void. — Let us then in order to avoid 
these untoward conclusions maintain the second alternative, 
1 e. that the measure of the Lord himself, the pradhfina 
and the souls, is not defined by the Lord — But that 
also is impossible, because it would compel us to aban 
don a tenet granted at the outset, viz that the Lord Is 
omniscient. 

For all these reasons the doctrine of the argumentative 
philosophers, according to which the Lord is the operative 
cause of the world, appears unacceptable 

42 On account of the impossibility of the on 
gmation (of the individual soul from the highest 
Lord, the doctnne of the Bh&gavatas cannot be 
accepted) 

We have, in what precedes refuted the opinion of those 
who think that the Lord is not the material cause but only 
the ruler the operative cause of the world We are now 


1 Ie a high one but not an indefinite one since the omniscient 
Lord knows Its measure 
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going to refute the doctrine of those according to whom he 
is the material as well as the operative cause. — But, it may 
be objected, in the previous portions of the present work a 
Lord of exactly the same nature, i e a Lord who is the 
material, as well as the operative, cause of the world, has 
been ascertained on the basis of Scripture, and it is a recog 
msed principle that Smntt, in so far as it agrees with 
Scripture, is authoritative , why then should we aim at 
controverting the doctrine stated ? — It is true, we reply, 
that a part of the system which we are going to discuss 
agrees with the Ved&nta system, and hence affords no 
matter for controversy , another part of the system, how 
ever, is open to objection, and that part we intend to 
attack 

The so-called Bh&gavatas are of opinion that the one holy 
(bhagavat) V&audeva, whose nature is pure knowledge, is 
what really exists, and that he, dividing himself fourfold, 
appears in four forms (vydha) as V&sudeva Sankarshana, 
Pradyumna, and Amruddha Visudeva denotes the highest 
Self, Sankarshana the individual soul, Pradyumna the mind 
(manas), Amruddha the principle of egoity (ahank&ra) 
Of these four Vdsudeva constitutes the ultimate causal 
essence, of which the three others are the effects. — The 
believer after having worshipped VAsudeva for a hundred 
years by means of approach to the temple (abhigamana) 
procuring of things to be offered (upfcMina), oblation (igy£), 
recitation of prayers, &c (svidhyiya) and devout meditation 
(yoga), passes beyond all affliction and reaches the highest 
Being 

Concerning this system we remark that we do not intend 
to controvert the doctrine that Ndr£t.ya#a who is higher 
than the Undeveloped, who is the highest Self, and the 
Self of all, reveals himself by dividing himself in multiple 
ways , for various scriptural passages, such as * He is one-, 
fold, he is threefold (Kk. Up VII, ad, teach us that 
the highest Self appears in manifold forms Nor do we 
mean to object to the inculcation of unceasing concentra 
tion of tnmd on the highest Being which appears in the 
Bh&gavata doctrine trader the forms of reverential approach. 
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&c for that we are to meditate on the Lord we know 
full well from Smrttt and Scripture We, however, must 
take exception to the doctrine that Sankarshai/a springs 
from VAsudeva Pradyumna from Sankarshana Amruddha 
from Pradyumna It is not possible that from VAsudeva 
i e the highest Self, there should originate Sankarshawa ue 
the individual soul , for if such were the case, there would 
attach to the soul non permanency, and all the other inaper 
fections which belong to things originated And thence 
release, which consists m reaching the highest Being 
could not take place for the effect is absorbed only by 
entering into its cause — That the soul is not an originated 
thing, the teacher will prove later on (II, 3, 17) For this 
reason the BhSgavata hypothesis is unacceptable 

43 And (it is) not (observed that) the instrument 
is produced from the agent 

The BhAgavata hypothesis is to be rejected for that 
reason also that observation never shows us an instrument 
such as a hatchet and the like, to spring from an agent such 
as Devadatta, or any other workman But the BhAgavatas 
teach that from an agent, viz the individual soul termed 
SaAkarsha«a, there springs its instrument, viz the internal 
organ termed Pradyumna, and again from this offspring of 
the agent another instrument, viz the ahafikAra termed 
Amruddha Such doctrines cannot be settled without 
observed instances. And we do not meet with any scriptural 
passage in their favour 

44. Or (if) in consequence of the existence of 
knowledge, &c (VAsudeva, &c be taken as Lords), 
yet there is non-exclusion of that (t e the objection 
raised m Sfitra 42) 

Let us then — the BhAgavatas may say— understand by 
Sankarshaaa, and so on, not the individual soul, the mind 
&c , but rather Lords, 1 e powerful beings distinguished by 
all the qualities characteristic of rulers such as pre-eminence 
of knowledge and ruling capacity strength valour glory 
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All these aie VAsudevas free from faults, without a sub 
stiatum (not sprung from pradhana) without anj ltnper 
fections Hence the objection urged m S&tra 42 does 
not apply 

Even on this interpretation of your doctnne we reply 
the ‘ non-exclusion 01 that * 1 e the non exclusion of the 
impossibility of origination can be established — Do you m 
the first place mean to say that the four individual Lords 
V&sudeva and so on, have the same attributes but do not 
constitute one and the same Self? — If so you commit the 
fault of uselessly assuming more than one Lord while all 
the work of the Lord can be done by one Moreover you 
offend thereby against your own principle according to 
which there is only one real essence vu the holy VAsu 
deva— Or do you perhaps mean to say that from the one 
highest Being there spring those four forms possessing equal 
attributes? — In that case the objection urged m Sfttra 42 
lemains valid For Sankarsha«a cannot be produced 
from V&sLdeva nor Pradyumna from bankarshawa, nor 
Amruddha from Pradyumna, since (the attributes of all of 
them being the same) there is no superemmence of any one 
of them Observation shows that the relation of cause and 
effect requires some superiority on the part of the cause — 
as for instance in the case of the clay and the jar (where 
the cause is more extensive than the effect) — and that 
without such superiority the relation is simply impossible 
But the followers of the P&#/£ardtra do not acknowledge any 
difference founded on superiority of knowledge, power, &c 
between Vdsudeva and the other Lords, but simply say that 
they all are forms of VAsudeva, without any special distmc 
tions The forms of V&sudeva cannot properly be limited 
to four as the whole world from Brahman down to a blade 
of grass, is understood to be a manifestation of the supreme 
Being 

45 An 4 pit account of contradictions 

Moreover, manifold contradictions are met with m the 
BhAgavata system with ^efore&ee to the assumption of 
quackles jpd their f^rtunetice of knowledge and 
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ruling capacity strength valour and glory are enumerated 
as qualities, and then they are in some other place spoken 
of as Selfs, holy Vasudevas, and so on — Moreover we 
meet with passages contradictory of the Veda The follow 
mg passage for instance, blames the Veda, ‘ Not having 
found the highest bliss m the Vedas S&ndi\ya studied this 
^Sstra —For this leason also the Bh£gavata doctrine can 
not be accepted 
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